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().220: What does that mean with respect to the 
rotation of this scratcher ? 

A. That the seratcher would rotate against a 
force of 30 ounces at a three—one and three-quar- 
ters radius. 

Q.221: Why do you say ‘‘one and three-quarters 
radius’’? 

A. Which is half the diameter of the scratcher 
body. It is three and a half, I may have figured that 
wrong. 

Q.222: One and three-quarters is half of three 
and a half, I will take your word for it. You mean 
by one and three-quarters then that is the length of 
the lever arms through which the force is operated ; 
is that correct? 

A. That is true. Yes, I believe that the sideways 
thrust at the reversal point is a factor or a value 
very much higher than an ounce, but whatever it 
is it is multiphed substantially 30 times. All wires 
will not have exactly the same thrusting value, but 
I would say it would be approximately 30, because 
there are 30 wires, and assuming they all operated 
to the same degree in sideways thrust, you would 
get 30 times the [2642-70] thrust of any one wire. 

Q.223: That is, there are 30 wires in the scratcher 
of Exhibit NN? a NAGY 

Q.224: But in the scratcher hike Applicant’s Ex- 
hibit 2, and the corresponding scrateher shown, for 
example, in Exhibit YY, there are 50 wires, I be- 
lieve ? A. That is correct. 
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Q.225: So that the factor in that case would not 
be 30, would it? 

A. It would not be 30, it would be 50, and it 
would operate through a very much greater lever 
arm, because the diameter of the seratchers which 
you have referred to, Applicant’s Exhibit 2 and 
Petitioner’s Exhibit YY, is five and a half inches 
in diameter, and that would give you a two and 
three-quarter-inch lever arm, which in turn rep- 
resents a very much higher rotational force acting 
to rotate the body portion of the scratcher with re- 
lation to the casing upon which it is mounted. 

Q.226: Now, Mr. Doble, you have here in the 
room 

A. I might point out, Mr. Lyon, also, that that 
sideways motion I referred to as the scratcher en- 
tered the bore of the eylinder is very clearly de- 
picted in Petitioner’s Exhibit ZZ by the angle line 
that extends downwardly from the top surface of 
the flange and [2642-71] the line from the very top. 
It swings downwardly to the right and then slightly 
to the left and then makes a straight line. That is 
the adjustment of the scratcher itself to the com- 
pressing of the wires into a slightly smaller bore, 
and it causes some rotation, as is observed there in 
that particular portion of the exhibit. 

Q.227: Now, Mr. Doble, I hand you another pair 
of photographs, on the flange of which there is 
marked in each case a ‘‘2,’’ mimeral ‘2,”’ and i 
will ask if you ean identify these photographs? If 
you ean, will you tell me what they are? 
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A. Yes. 

Q.228: Were you present when they were taken? 

A. I was not present when these photographs 
were taken. However, I directed the manner in 
which they should be taken, and they were taken 
by the same photographer, that is, Mr. Beans Lyon 
of Photography Unlimited, and were taken of a 
eylinder which I had directed the preparation of 
and had taken out to the studio of the Photography 
Unhmited. 

Q.229: You mean you had taken the two halves 
of the cylinder shown in these two photographs to 


the studio? We Nes, sil 
Q.230: For the purpose of having the [2642-72] 
pictures taken? A. Yes, 


Q.231: And had previously instructed the man- 
ner in which the pictures were to be taken? 

A. Yes. 

Q. 232: And then the pictures were delivered 
to you? ee) Coeciin 

Q.233: Of what are these two pictures taken? 

A. These two pictures are taken of a large 
eylinder. It was nine and I believe five-eighths 
inches in diameter, that 1s, the internal diameter. 
The cylinder was constructed so that 1t could be 
taken apart, so that you have two halves. One half 
is represented in each of the photographs. The 
inner surface and a slight portion of the flanges was 
painted with the same black show card paint. The 
eylinder was assembled, dowel pins were put in to 
insure correct measurement. The cylinder was then 
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painted. The paint was permitted to dry. The 
eylinder was mounted in the testing machine of 
Petitioner’s Exhibit KK and others we have pre- 
viously referred to, and a seratcher substantially 
identical to Applicant’s Exhibit 2 was placed in the 
machine. 

Q.234: Where was that seratcher obtained from? 

A. That seratcher was obtained from stock, out 
of stock at the warehouse or plant of the [2642-73] 
B & W Company in Long Beach. The scratcher 
was mounted on a test apparatus, was operated to 
eause two full reciprocations, in other words, four 
strokes, after which the scratcher was removed, the 
eylinder was removed from the test stand, taken 
apart, and brought up to the studio of the Photog- 
raphy Unlimited for the taking of pictures. 

Q.235: As far as you could tell was there any 
difference whatsoever between the scratcher used in 
this test and Applicant’s Exhibit 2? 

A. No; there wasn’t, as far as I could tell. I 
examined both rather carefully. As far as I could 
tell they were identical. 

Q.236: These two photographs then are photo- 
graphs of what? 

A. These are photographs of the path seribed of 
each of the wires of the seratcher similar to Appli- 
eant’s Exhibit 2 through two full reciprocations, so 
that the free ends of the wires scratched or seribed 
on the inner surface of the cylinder the path they 
traveled during those two reciprocations. I would 
have taken more reciprocations in the several ex- 
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periments, excepting that there would then be so 
many lines it would be hard to distinguish the path 
of one wire from another, so in most cases I limited 
the travel or the reciprocations to two full recipro- 
eations, so that we could identify as [2642-74] 
nearly as possible the path of each wire. Now, put- 
ting these two together and comparing these two 
photographs there, the character at the lower end 
of each of the scribed lines, that is where the scribed 
lines traverse sideways from the vertical. If we 
could identify these photographs with an exhibit 
number 
Mr. Lyon: I am going to do that right now. I 
will ask that the two photographs identified by the 
witness be received in evidence as Petitioner’s Ex- 
hibits AAA-1 and AAA-2, and I will ask that they 
be marked as I have marked them, AAA-1 and the 
other photograph as AAA-2, 


(Photographs referred to were marked by the 
Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibits AAA-1 
and AAA-2, respectively, and made a part of 
this deposition. ) 


Q.237: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, proceed, Mr. 
Doble. 

A. Referring again to the photographs which 
you have handed to me, and pointing out first in 
Petitioner’s Exhibit AAA-1 the rather sharp abrupt 
character of the sidewise travel of the ends of the 
wires in the lower portion of the stroke as com- 
pared to the more or less rounded or smooth side- 
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ways travel of the wires appearing here on the 
right-hand half of Petitioner’s Exhibit AAA-2. In 
each instance, or in each of these exhibits it will be 
noted that there are both characters [2642-75] of 
sidewise movement of the wires, clearly illustrating 
all of the wires do not travel in exactly the same 
manner when the reversal takes place. 

().238: State whether or not it 1s true, Mr. Doble, 
that each wire on each of these exhibits had its own 
independent handwriting ? 

A. That is correct. In this cylinder I particu- 
larly noted the rotation at the end of the first stroke. 
It was three-eighths of an inch at the end of the first 
reciprocation. It was three-eights of an inch, and 
at the end of the second rotation the scratcher moved 
one-quarter of an inch further, making a total rota- 
tion of five-eighths of an inch. 

@.239: In two strokes? 

A. In two strokes. 

Q.240: Will you take this photograph and trace 
in Exhibit AAA-2 a line traced by one wire. It 
might be well to mark at the upper edge of the 
photograph just where you start, just the word, 
bdo 311 a 

A. Tam trying to pick out a wire that is very 
clear, and not—that is, a wire scratch mark that is 
clear and does not overlap one of the other wire 
serateh marks. I will mark the start of a wire which 
is almost in the central portion of the photograph 
Petitioner’s Exhibit AAA-2. Now, shall I put little 
ink [2642-76] marks across? 
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Q.241: No. See if you can mark at the bottom 
just the word ‘‘Bottom’’ of that same wire, and 
then up on the next stroke the word ‘‘Up”’ at the 
top of it. Can you? 

A. Well, J will mark down here the bottom of 
it, where it starts up. 

Q@.242: I see. 

A. It comes down, loops over to the right and 
progresses upwardly, and overrides one of the other 
lines seribed on the cylinder, and I will mark the 
upper end ‘‘Upper End.’’ It then progresses down- 
wardly, and two wires appear to be overlapping at 
this particular point to the bottom where [I will 
mark another ‘‘Bottom.”’ 

245: Bottom 2. 

A. ‘‘Bottom 2,’’ and then comes up. 

Q.244: Then mark the word ‘‘Out.”’ 

A. I will mark the word ‘‘Out.’”’ It is not too 
clear, just the ‘‘Out’’ part, because the two lines 
sort of overlapped, but I have marked the point 
where I believe it came out, although I might be 

Q@.245: You are not certain of the tracing of the 
last line? 

A. Well, I am not too—I have marked it over 
to the one that sort of wiggles up near the [2642-77] 
top as ‘‘Out.”’ I think that is where that particular 
wire came out. 

Q.246: The magnitude of the distance between 
the two parallel paths is indicative of what, Mr. 
Doble? 

A. Indicative of the rotation of the body of the 
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seratcher around the reciprocating drum ‘‘18,’’ and 
if proper proportions were taken into consideration 
for the photograph they would appear to be ap- 
proximately three-cighths of an inch, because that 
was the rotation which I noticed on the collar for 
the first reciprocation. 

Q.247: Now, Mr. Doble, you have produced, or 
there has been brought into this room two half 
cylinders ? ewe eS, Sit 

Q.248: I will ask you to place those up here, and 
tell me what they are. You have produced two half 
eylinders, Mr. Doble. What are they? 

A. These are the cylinders from which Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibits AAA-1 and AAA-2 were made, 
that is, these cylinders were photographed, and 
those photographs are the Petitioner’s Exhibits 
AAA-1 and AAA-2. 

Q.249: 'This poster paint that is on here is quite 
easily removed, is it not, Mr. Doble? 

A. It is, soft and chalky like. 

Mr. Lyon: We will have to request everyone to 
keep [2642-78] their fingers off of it. 

The Witness: Also that the bright metal surface 
has a tendeney to rust, and moisture from the finger 
might cause the bright lines as they now appear to 
become rusty. 

Mr. Lyon: I will ask that these two cylinders 
be marked as the Petitioner’s Exhibits BBB-1 and 
BBB-2 for identification. 

I might explain that in the marking of these 
things for identification instead of offering them in 
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vidence that I am doing that with the purpose and 
atent of producing the devices at the final hearing, 
ut I believe that they would be better preserved 
1 my custody than perhaps in the Patent Office’s 
ustody, and unless the Applicant’s counsel has an 
bjection, that they may be retained in my custody. 
n each case photographs of the articles I have 
ffered in evidence. Have you any objection ? 

Mr. Scofield: Let me first understand what these 
wo halves of the cylinders are. Are these supposed 
» be photographed in Exhibits AAA-1 and AAA-2? 

Mr. Lyon: Correct. 

Mr. Scofield: They are the photographs? 

The Witness: Correct. 

Mr. Scofield: Well, I have no objection [2642-79] 
9 you keeping them in your custody, as far as I 
m concerned. 


(Articles referred to were marked by the 
Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibits BBB-1 
and BBB-2, respectively, for identification, and 
thereupon returned to My. Lyon.) 


Q.240: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Doble, with re- 
pect to these cylinders, and also with respect to the 
hhotographs AAA-1 and AAA-2, the cylinders being 
3BB-1 and BBB-2, I notice that the scratched lines 
tart on an inclined upslope. Can you explain that? 
Vhy don’t they all start at the same point? 

A. J ean explain that very simply by referring 
o Applicant’s Exhibit 2. It will be noted that the 
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wires each are in banks of 10. There are five banks, 
and each bank progresses from adjacent the upper 
edge of the scratcher body downwardly to approxi- 
mately the lower edge of the scratcher body. It is a 
progressive series of wires which are spirally related 
to the body of the seratcher. 

Q.251: Now, Mr. Doble, in these scratchers that 
you have tested, will you state how the wires are 
attached to the collars? Are they attached firmly or 
flexibly or in what manner? 

A. You are referring to Applicant’s [2642-80] 
Exhibit 2 and Petitioner’s Exhibit M and Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit UU and Petitioner’s Exhibit A. 
Yes, the wires, all of those wires are flexibly 
mounted on the body portion of each of the seratch- 
ers. 

Q.252: That is, they are flexibly attached to the 
rings? 

A. Yes, that is correct, quite flexibly attached 
LOsit 

Q.253: Do each of those wires have a sidewise 
inclination with respect to the extended radius of 
the collar? A. May I have that question ? 

(The question was read by the reporter.) 

The Witness: Yes, to more or less. As we view 
the different scratchers we have here referred to, 
for example, in Petitioner’s Exhibit M, there is a 
very marked sidewise direction or inclination of the 
wire, whereas in Applicant’s Exhibit 2 there is a 
lesser sidewise inclination of the wire. 
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Q.254: Will you set forth where the sidewise in- 
elination of the wire in Exhibit 2 is found? 

A. That is really difficult, Mr. Lyon, because they 
are not all exactly the same. 

Q.255: I didn’t say the amount. What I said 
was: Where is it found ? [2642-81 ] 

A. Qh, it is found where the portion of the wire 
which is bent approximately to correspond to the 
outer periphery of the body portion of the scratcher 
engages the periphery of the scratcher. In most 
cases it is a considerable distance toward the anchor 
point from where the wire projects outwardly be- 
tween one of the guide bars. 

Mr. Lyon: Read the answer. 


(The answer was read by the reporter.) 
Mr. Scofield: Read the question now. 
(The question was read by the reporter. ) 


Q.256: (By Mr. Lyon): I am handing you a 
wire, Mr. Doble, and ask you if you will compare 
chat wire with the wires of Exhibit 2. 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q.257: You have done it? A. T have. 

Q.258: How does it compare and how does it 
liffer ? 

A. Well, it differs very slightly and immaterially 
at the end which projects through one of the guide 
gars, and the bend is not quite as sharp as shown 
in Applicant’s Exhibit 2. It appears to have closely 
the same radius for the arcuate part which extends 
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from the attaching end, which I previously referred 
to, to the radius of the bend from which the wire 
extends at an [2642-82] angle from the arcuate 
portion. 

Q.259: The straight portion is longer, too, in the 
wire I gave you? 

A. Yes, sir; that is correct, and not bent up at 
its free end. 

* * % 

Q.261: (By Mr. Lyon): These wires were made 
of spring steel ? A. Yes. 

Q.262: And when you form an article from 
spring [2642-83] steel you have to form them beyond 
the desired point and expect them to return to it; 
isn’t that correct? 

* x * 

Q.263: (By Mr. Lyon): Observing the wire in 
Applicant’s Exhibit 2, do you find the wires iden- 
tical in Exhibit 2? There are 50 wires there. 

A. Yes, they are identical; well, with slight dif- 
ferences, due to the character of the wires. Spring 
wire is a rather cranky material to deal with, and 
there are little variations in the angle from which 
the wires project from the body portions of the 
seratcher. 

Q.264: State whether those differences are or are 
not the differences that you would expect as a 
mechanical engineer in wires of this character made 
of spring steel, even though made from the same 
die? 

A. That is correct. Our seratchers which we have 
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before us are the same way. There is a certain de- 
gree of difference in each of the wires from each 
other. 

Q.265: Now, my previous question, the one that 
you [2642-84] could not understand and Mr. Seo- 
field—— 

Mr. Scofield: All counsel could not understand. 

Q.266: (By Mr. Lyon): is merely: Are the 
deviations in the separate wire that I hand you 
ereater or less than you would expect in the wire, 
even though it had been made from the same die 
as the wires in Exhibit 2? A. No. 

Mr. Scofield: J object to that as calling for a 
conclusion of the witness. 

The Witness: Such difference as there is is 
minor, and might be expected in handling a piece of 
spring steel such as the wire which you have 
handed me. 

0.267: (By Mr. Lyon): In stating your fact 
that Exhibit 2 wires had a sidewise inclination, you 
refer to a particular bend in the formation of that 
wire as the point of that deviation or the sidewise 
inclination. Can you more easily illustrate that point 
from the separate wire that I hand vou? 

A. Yes. I ean define that point as being located 
between the arcuate section of the wire and the 
straight portion of the wire bent on a radius from 
that arcuate portion. 

Mr. Scofield: Would you read that question and 
answer, please? 
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(The record was read by the [2642-85] re- 
porter. ) 
Mr. Lyon: I will offer the wire, which the wit- 
ness just used in his last answer, In evidence as 
Petitioner’s Exhibit CCC. [2642-86] 


* % * 


Q.272: Mr. Doble, I hand you a_ photograph 
showing a ring and two wires, one wire which 1s 
like the wire, Exhibit CCC, and one wire of which 
has a double bend in it after it leaves the point 
spaced away from the ring, the two points of the 
wires at their outer end coming to approximately 
the same point spaced from the ring. Assuming that 
the first wire, the one with the double bend, the one 
portion extending coincidental with a radius ex- 
tending from the ring, would there be any difference 
in resultant effect were a thrust imposed upon the 
end of the two wires? A. No. 

Mr. Scofield: I object to that as calling for a 
conclusion. There has been no foundation laid for 
the hypothetical case that has been proposed to the 
witness. Insofar as my recollection serves me there 
is nothing in this record to indicate or show what 
those forces might be or are. 

QO273: (By Mr. Lyon): Your answer is “No 4 

A. That is correct. I have already answered. 

Q.274: Explain why. 

A. Because the thrust is applied to the free ends 
of the wires in substantially the same location 
with [2642-89] relation to the center of the eylinder 
about which the wires are placed, and each of the 
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wires extends angularly from an extended diameter 
of the collar, so that in each case you get the same 
effective lever arm upon which this thrust acts, so 
that the same forces would be applied to its en- 
deavor to shift or rotate the cylinder, whether you 
used the wire with the straight portion extending 
from the periphery of the collar or the wire having 
the bend in the two straight portions as it extends 
from the collar. 

Mr. Scofield: I further object to the question and 
answer again, that there is no showing as to how 
these two wires or either are fulerumed to the collar, 
nor how the force is imposed at the end of the wire. 

Q.275: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, Mr. Doble, taking 
Exhibit M, in Exhibit M you have a wire having 
two straight portions connected with a bend after 
the wire has left the collar; is that true? 

A. That is true, sir. 

Q.276: In that respect they are somewhat similar 
to the two wires in the photograph I have before 
you? 

Mr. Scofield: That is objected to as leading. 

Q.277: (By Mr. Lyon): Isn’t that correct? 

A. Yes, that is correct. 

Q.278: The question is: Would it make any dif- 
ference at all in the operation of Exhibit [2642-90] 
M if a wire was extended from the point where the 
bent wire leaves the periphery out to the same point 
and same welded button on the end as is accom- 
plished by the double bend of the wire in Exhibit M? 


* * * 
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The Witness: There would be no difference in 
the effect of applying the pressure on the end of 
either of the wires. In fact, it does not make any 
difference how many bends are placed in the wire, 
as long as it finally reaches the same point at which 
the pressure is applied upon the straight wire. The 
mechanical forces would be identically the same. 

Mr. Lyon: I will ask that the photograph used 
by the witness showing the two wires be received 
in evidence as Petitioner’s exhibit next in order. 


* * * 


Q.279: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Doble, in making 
tracings, [2642-91] wire tracings of the different 
seratchers to determine their relative rotation and 
rotative effect, did you make such tracings of 
scratchers other than those illustrated by Exhibits 
AAA-1 and ZZ, and in that regard I will hand you 
a set of pictures, and ask you if you can identify 
those? 

A. Yes; the two photographs which you have 
handed me I can identify as photographs of the two 
halves of a cylinder which was used in the test ma- 
chine to trace the lines of a Nu-eoil type of seratcher. 

().280: What size? 

A. Three and a half inch. 

Q.281: Will you just explain fully what these 
photographs show and what was done in this test? 
First, let me ask you, do these photographs indi- 
eate the two halves of the evlinder of the same test 2 

A. Yes, they do. 
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Q.282: The test that was performed under your 
supervision ? A. Yes. 

Mr. Lyon: I will ask that the two photographs 
be received in evidence as Petitioner’s Exhibits 
REE-1 and EEE-2. 


(Photographs referred to were marked by 
the Notary Pubhe as Petitioner’s [2642-92] Ex- 
hibits EEE-1 and EEE-2, respectively, for iden- 
tification, and made a part of this deposition.) 


Mr. Scofield: I will object to the offer unless 
some explanation is made as to the pertinency of 
his pattern shown here made by a Nu-coil scratcher. 
[ don’t see that it has any relationship to the issues 
n the proceeding in which these depositions are 
being taken. 

Q.283: (By Mr. Lyon): Let me ask you this 
yuestion before you start to answer: Where was the 
Nu-coil scratcher obtained from that was used in 
this test ? 

A. From the stock contained in the warehouse 
»f the B & W Company in Long Beach. 

Q.284: That was a regular Nu-coil taken out of 
stock then? 

A. Yes, sir. The two halves of the cylinder shown 
n Petitioner’s Exhibits EE E-1 and EEE-2 are pro- 
vided with side flanges. The cylinder was assembled 
cogether by means of the side flanges, bolts and 
aper pins to insure the proper alignment of the 
wo halves. The flange portion of the cylinder was 
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mounted upon the annular ring ‘‘4’’ of the test 
stand 

Q.285: Shown in Exhibit N? 

A. shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit LL, in the 
manner shown there and in Petitioner’s Exhibit 
Kk, and was secured, mounted therein by means of 
the stud ‘‘17”’ and [2642-93] wing nuts ‘‘25.’’ Before 
the eylinder was mounted in the test stand, however, 
the internal surface of the cylinder was cleaned 
from a previous operation of the paint which was 
at that time upon the inner surface of the cylinder, 
and was ground out to make it perfectly smooth. 
Thereafter the cylinder was repainted, allowed to 
dry, and mounted in the test stand as I have pre- 
viously stated. 

Q.286: What paint was used? 

A. The same type of paint was used in all of 
the tests which we have referred to so far, namely, 
the kind that is sold in the stationery stores for 
show ecard or show poster work. It is black, has a 
black dull finish. The Nu-coil scratcher, Petitioner’s 
Exhibit UU, was mounted on the reciprocating 
drum ‘‘18’’ in the manner previously described, so 
that it was provided with a limited reciprocatory 
motion on the drum ‘‘18”’ and was free to rotate on 
the drum. The next operation was to adjust the 
black line which appears on the side. face of the 
Nu-coil scratcher in register with the zero mark on 
the graduations of the stop collar ‘‘21.’’ The pin 
“*14”’ was removed from the front leg of the test 
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stand to permit the operating handle ‘‘12”’ to be 
ictuated. The first movement of the handle—— 

Q.287: Before you do that, how was the [2642-94] 
lrum positioned, the drum ‘‘18”’ in this? 

A. The drum ‘18’? was mounted upon the re- 
iprocating rod, square reciproeating rod ‘*8,’’ and 
vas locked against rotation by means of the lock 
crew ‘‘19”’ so that the reciprocating drum ‘‘18”’ 
could not be rotated with relation to the reciprocat- 
ng rod ‘‘8’’ or its relation with the cylinder ‘‘24.”’ 
lhe first movement of the operating handle brought 
she wires, or the free ends of the wires into engage- 
nent with the upper surface of the flanged portion 
yf the cylinder ‘‘24,°’ and the Nu-coil scratcher 
rested in that position until the upper stop collar 
‘21”’ engaged the upper edge of the cylindrical 
y0dy of the scratcher. The wires of the scratcher 
resisted entry into the bore of the cylinder, and that 
force was overcome by actuating the operating 
aandle ‘‘12.’? The initial movement of the wires as 
antered the bore of the cylinder ‘‘24”’ took a side- 
Wise motion, as is most clearly—as can be most 
slearly observed in Petitioner’s Exhibit EEE-2. 
Would you like to have me mark that, Mr. Lyon? 

Q.288: Yes, you might mark that. 

A. I will mark it on one of the lines in Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit EEE-2, the line made by the wire 
which appears almost central of the internal bore of 
fhe eylinder, and I will mark that “Start,’’ and 
that sidewise [2642-95] motion of the ends of the 
wire was caused by crowding the wires into the bore 
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of the cylinder. The line from the sidewise motior 
then traverses downwardly in a straight lne until 
it reaches the bottom of the stroke, which I will 
designate ‘‘ Bottom.”’ 

Q.289: Just before you go further than that, Mr 
Doble, at the point that you marked on Exhibit 
EEE-2 the word ‘‘Start’’ there is also a substan- 
tially parallel line immediately to the right of that 
Does that indicate the similar motion of the i1m- 
mediate upper wire of the Nu-coil scratcher ? 

A. Yes, sir; it does. 


* % * 


The Witness: It does. 

Q.290: (By Mr. Lyon): Will you mark that 
otary 2 ten! eee Si 

@.291: That is, in these Exhibits EKEE-1 and 
EEKE-2 the trace lines do not come a uniform dis- 
tance from the bottom of the eylinder, but some of 
them stop, oh, about a few inches above the others. 
What is the reason for that? 

A. The reason for that is the spacing of the wires 
on the cylindrical body of the scratcher. The wire 
which I have marked ‘‘Start’’—maybe I had better 
mark that “Start 1.’’ [2642-96] 

©7292: <All might. 

A. That line which I have marked ‘Start 1” 
was traced by a lower wire, and the mark which 
was traced by the end of the wire which I have 
designated by the words ‘‘Start 2’’ is by the upper 
wire, which is nearly directly above the lower of 
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the two wires, so that in each case you will get two 
series of lines scratched in the cylinder which are 
very closely spaced and are very similarly related. 
Continuing my former answer, I had just indicated 
che bottom of the line at the lower end of the down 
stroke of the scratcher through the cylinder, and I 
would like to label that ‘‘Bottom 1.’’ That was the 
owest point to which we could traverse the seratcher 
lown through this cylinder. The operating handle 
‘12”’ was then actuated to move the cylinder up- 
vard. However, the first movement of the actuating 
7 operating handle ‘‘12”* did not move the seratcher, 
mut did move the square reciprocating rod and its 
ixed drum ‘‘18’’ until the lower stop collar ‘‘20” 
megaged the underside of the scratecher body. at 
vhich time considerable force was required to re- 
verse the angle which had been placed in the wires 
luring their initial insertion in the bore of the 
ylinder, and it will be observed from the point 
vhich I have marked ‘‘Bottom 1” the line traced 
yy that particular wire swings sideways to the left 
n a fair radius, and [2642-97] then the wire traces 
. straight vertical line, which I will mark ‘‘Up- 
troke.’’ That loop showing at ‘* Bottom 1”’ and the 
commencement of the straight line of the upstroke 
s the point at which the rotation of the collar with 
elation to the reciprocating drum ‘‘18”’ takes place. 
Q.293: Is that the point of so-called reversal ? 
A. That is the point of the so-called reversal. 
‘rom that point the line extends upwardly to a 
point which I will mark ‘‘Top of Stroke.’’ 
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Q.294: ‘Top of Stroke 1.” 

A. ‘Top of Stroke 1.’’ It is really the top of 
Stroke 2, it is the first complete reciprocation, so 
Tewill mark it ““Yop of Stroke 2.” 

Q.295: Then you have got it confused with the 
other wire. That is why I didn’t use the word ‘‘2.”’ 
A. One is ‘‘Stroke’’ and the other is ‘‘Start.”’ 

Q.296: <All right. 

A. I think it is quite clear when you observe the 
photograph. 

Q.297: “Top of Stroke 2, Wire 1.”’ 

A. Iwill put ‘‘Wire 1,’’ so that there will be no 
confusion. That is the highest point to which we 
foreed the seratcher up the bore of the cylinder. At 
that point we reversed the rotation of the recipro- 
eating mechanism, and the first part of the recipro- 
eation was [2642-98] very easily obtained, because 
the reciprocating eylinder traveled through the 
seratcher which remained fixed in position within 
the bore of the cylinder ‘‘24’’ until the upper stop 
eollar ‘621’ engaged the upper edge of the body 
portion of the secratcher. Thereafter it took con- 
siderable force to cause the reversal of motion of 
the scrateher, and during that reversal the wires 
traced a further sidewise motion, as clearly seen, 
following the point which is marked ‘‘Top of Stroke 
2, Wire 1.’’ Thereafter, during the down stroke that 
particular wire inseribed on the inside of the cylin- 
der a straight downwardly dirceted ne until it 
reached the bottom, which T will mark ‘‘Bottom 2, 
Wire 1,’’and the reversal of motion again took place, 
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and again the sidewise motion can be clearly ob- 
served in the photograph, and thereafter the 
seratcher was pushed upwardly or lifted upwardly 
intil it left the cylinder, as can be seen. I will mark 
he end of the stroke, the end of the wire, let’s see 
10w, I will mark that ‘‘ Wire 1 leaving cylinder.”’ 

Q.298: ‘‘Wire 1 Out’ would be easier. 

A. **Wire 1 Out’’ would be better, ‘‘Wire 1 
Jut.’’ Each of the other wires of the seratcher 
seribed a similar line in the cylinder. Some have 
sight deviations, some the reversal is traced by 
sharp sidewise offsets, such as clearly observed in 
Petitioner’s Exhibit EEE-1, [2642-99] especially in 
she lower end of the scribed line appearing in that 
particular photograph. Each wire is individual in 
tself, and scribes its own characteristic line during 
he reciprocation of the scrateher in the eylinder. 

Q.299: What accounts for the difference in the 
path seribed by the different wires, Mr. Doble? 

A. It depends upon the spring mounting, the 
articular angle from which they leave the scratcher, 
ind I am not too sure what else causes it. It 1s just 
heir particular characteristic of operation. They 
ire all slightly different and no two are exactly 
dentical. However, many do scribe very similar 
yaths during the two reciprocations of the scratcher 
hrough the cylinder. In making the two reciproea- 
ions I observed the rotation of the collar of the 
s;cratcher body with relation to the reference mark 
it each time a reversal of direction was made. It was 
slearly visible that the collar of the scratcher ro- 
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tated, that is, the collar of the seratcher or its body 
portion rotated with relation to the reciprocating 
dain 18.7” 

Q.300: Mr. Doble, in Exhibits EEE-1 and EEE-2 
in what direction do the vertical lines extend ? 

A. They extend parallel to the reciprocating axis 
of the square rod ‘‘8.’’ [2642-100] 

Q.301: Now, I hand you two additional photo- 
graphs marked ‘*W,’’ and I will ask you if you ean 
identify these? 

A. Yes, sir. I can identify the two photographs 
which you have handed me. 

Q.302: What are they? 

A. They are photographs of the same cylinder 
which I have testified to with relation to Petitioner’s 
Exhibits EEE-1 and EEE-2 after a further test 
had been run on these particular cylinders. 

Q.303: On each cylinder is marked the letter 
“W.’’? What does that mean? 

A. That indicates it is a Weatherford type of 
seratcher or Weatherford seratcher was used In 
scribing the lines of the two photographs with the 
letter ** W 7’ in the upper right-hand eorner. 

Q.304: What size was this? 

A. This was the same cylinder, the same size, 
and was the same cylinder as shown in Petitioner’s 
Exhibits EEE-1 and EEE-2. 

Q.305: What size seratcher? 

A. Itisa three and a half-ineh serateher. 

Q.306: A three and a_ half-inch Weatherford 
seratcher ? mB. Yes, gir 
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Q.307: For three and a half-inch casing, you 


nean ? [2642-101] A. That is right. 
Q.308: Is there any illustration of that scratcher 
rere ? A. I don’t think so. 


Mr. Lyon: We had better mark the two ‘‘W’s”’ 
is Petitioner’s Exhibits FFF-1 and FFF-2. This 
vill be FF F-1. 

The Witness: That is with the line above 
me‘ W.”? 

Mr. Lyon: And the other one will be FFF-2. 


(Photographs referred to were marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibits 
FFF-1 and KFF-2, respectively, for identifica- 
tion, and made a part of this deposition.) 


Q.309: (By Mr. Lyon): I have handed you an- 
ther photograph, Mr. Doble, which I will ask be 
narked GGG, and ask you if you can identify the 
yhotograph which is marked GGG? 

fee yes, sir: [| can. 


(Photograph referred to was marked by the 
Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit GGG, 
and made a part of this deposition.) 


Q.310: (By Mr. Lyon): What is shown in this 
yhotograph ? 

A. It isa photograph of the 314-inch Weather- 
ord seratcher which we used in the test. [2642-102] 

Q.311: In which test? 

A. In the test which produced the seribed cylin- 
ler, Petitioner’s Exhibits FFF-1 and FFF-2. 
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Q.312: Was precisely the same test procedure 
followed with the seratcher of Exhibit GGG in pro- 
ducing the cylinder traced lines of Exhibits FF F-1 
and FFF-2 as was followed in the test producing 
the deseribed lines? 

A. Yes, sir. I might add, too, also the tests of 
the Jones type. In each of those four tests exactly 
the same procedure was followed, the same cylinder 
was used. Each time a test was made the cylinder 
was ground out, repainted and remounted in the 
test structure for use in making the scribed lines in 
the cylinders relating to those respective tests. 

Mr. Lyon: I offer in evidence at this time Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibits GG, EEE-1 and EEE-2 and FFF-1 
and FFF-2. 

Q.213: (By Mr. Lyon): I hand you a scratcher, 
Mr. Doble, and ask you if you ean identify this? 

A. Yes. You have handed me a Weatherford 
scratcher, and it is one’ which we used in making 
the test which produced the scribed lines on cylinder 
‘94’? and each half of which is shown in Petitioner’s 
Exhibits [2642-103] FFF-1 and FFF-2. Each of 
those cylinders in the upper right-hand portion 
bears the letter ‘“W.”’ 

Q.314: Is that the seratcher shown in Exhibit 

iGG? iver lit ais, 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer the scratcher just identi- 
fied in evidence as Petitioner’s Exhibit HHA. 


(The seratcher referred to was marked by the 
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Notary Publie as Petitioner’s Exhibit HHH 
and made a part of this deposition.) [2642-104] 


* * * 


Q.315: Mr. Doble, before you is a piece of ap- 
aratus. Can you identify it? 

A. Yes; the piece of apparatus that stands be- 
ore me is the test stand which I have testified to 
eretofore, and is shown in a number of the exhibits, 
hhotographic exhibits, and the exhibit numbers 
rhich I do not remember completely, but the stand 
s shown in Petitioner’s Exhibits KK, LL, and MM, 
s well as many of the other exhibits which the 
-etitioner has placed in the record. [2642-105] 

@.316: Is this the stand on which these tests or 
race line determinations were made? 

Eee) CS. 

Q.317: In this stand that is before you there is 
, evlinder upon the outer portion of which there 
s a number. Can you read that number? 

A. Yes, I can. The number is 3B. 

Q.318: Do you recall when that number was 
laced on that cylinder? A. Wes: 

Q@.319: When? 

A. The number was placed on the large eylinder 
September 27th, the day that the photographs were 
aken in the back 

Mr. Scofield: What vear was that; 1952? 

The Witness: 1952, the day the photographs of 
he test machine were taken in the back yard at Mr. 
Wright’s home in Los Angeles. 
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Q.320: (By Mr. Lyon): And this is the same 
eylinder that was used in those first determinations 
or tests made in Mr. Wright’s back yard on Sep- 
tember 27, 1952; is that correct? 

A. It is correct, excepting that it is one of the 
eylinders. The cylinder is 97-inch inside diameter. 
We also had another cylinder, a smaller [2642-106] 
evlinder, which was 6 and, I beleive, % inches 
in diameter, internal diameter, and on_ that 
smaller cylinder you placed the numeral ‘‘2,°’ and 
I believe in the one photograph ‘‘2A,’’ which clearly 
appears on some of the photographs showing the 
test machine with that particular cylinder mounted 
upon it. 

Q.321: Has this apparatus been modified in any 
way since these tests were made as shown by the 
exhibits in evidence, Mr. Doble ? 

A. No; it has not been modified in anv way. 
However, during those tests the internal bore of 
the cylinder was badly scratched up by the ends of 
the wires, and those scratch marks have been ground 
out of this eylinder. 

Q.322: Is that the only change that has been 
made in this apparatus? 

A. Yes, to my knowledge. 

Mr. Lyon: I will ask that the apparatus be 
marked Petitioner’s Exhibit ITT for identification. 


(The apparatus referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit ITT 
for identification. ) 
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Mr. Lyon: We can go back downstairs. 

Mr. Scofield: I would like to ask him one ques- 
ion. You see on the flat top of that cylinder a label, 
lo you [2642-107] not? 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scofield: That is marked ‘‘Cylinder No. 4, 
SQ 1.d.”’ 

Witness: ‘‘9%%.”’ 

Mr. Schofield: ‘‘9% i.d.?”’ 

The Witness: ‘‘Straight cylinder.” 

Mr. Scofield: What was the ‘‘No. 4’°? Why was 
t No. 4? You indicate there were only two of these 
‘vlinders. 

The Witness: There were only two of the metal 
ylinders that we used in the Petitioner’s exhibits, 
yhotographs of which have been put in evidence. 
‘he other cylinders were not, the exhibits of which 
lave not been put in evidence. 

Mr. Scofield: What were the evlinders, the two 
ylinders that were put in evidence, No. 4? 

The Witness: One was No. 4. J don’t remember 
he number of the smaller eylinder. 

Mr. Scofield: But there are four cylinders that 
ro with the machine ? 

The Witness: No, it is either one of the two, 
vhichever you want. There were four cylinders used 
n Mr. Wright’s back yard, as I [2642-108] remem- 
er it. 

ay *% %& 

Mr. Lyon: TI will offer this photostatic copy in 

vidence as Petitioner’s Exhibit JJJ. 
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(The document referred to was marked by the 
Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit JJJ, and 
made a part of this deposition.) 


Q.323: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Doble, in this ad- 
vertisement it is stated, ‘‘In running the scratchers 
you get a rotating, reversing action.’’ Do you un- 
derstand what that means? A. Yes, sir. 

Q.324: What does the word ‘‘reversing’’ there 
mean ? 

A. It means at the reversal of the reciprocation 
a sliding rotation takes place between the body 
portion of the scratcher and the well casing so as 
to bring the ends of the bristles into a new position 
in the mud eake, so that on its next stroke each of 
the bristles or wires will traverse a fresh or a new 
path to remove mud cake from the well wall. 

Q.325: Now, M1. Doble, referring to Petitioner’s 
Exhibit B, and looking at the first line, will you 
read what that savs? 

A. “B & W, Inecorporated.’’ 

Q.526: I mean not the first line of the heading, 
I mean the first line of the printed [2642-110] 
matter. 

A. “Upward movement of casing exceeding one 
foot reverses wire guides.’ 

Q.3827: What does that teach vou as a mechanical 
engineer? 

A. That teaches me an upward movement, in 
fact, or a downward movement of over one foot, 
which happens to be the spacing between the beads 
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less the thickness of the body of the wall guide, will 
cause movement of the wall cleaning guide either 
upwardly or downwardly, and that reversal of the 
wires will take place at each end of the stroke, 
whether upward or downward. 

Q.328: As a mechanical engineer, Mr. Doble, is 
there any difference in the teaching of the two pub- 
heations, Exhibits JJJ and Exhibit B, with respect 
to the portions of the two ads which IT have either 
read to you or had you read? 

A. No; I would say they are the same, and as 
we have demonstrated here, at each reversal point, 
either the upward limit or the downward limit of 
reciprocation, each of the scratchers rotates, a small 
increment of rotation with relation to the casing or 
simulated casing upon which it was slidably and 
rotatably mounted. 

@.329: And it is this reversing or reversal, is it 
not, which causes this rotation? [2642-111] 

ma. Yes. 

Q.330: Will you place before you the advertise- 
ment of July 7, 1941, Petitioner’s Exhibit Z? 

A. I have before me Petitioner’s Exhibit Z. 

Q.331: Now, Mr. Doble, as shown in this adver- 
tisement do you find a well casing disclosed or re- 
ferred to? 

A. Yes. I find a casing referred to in the writ- 
ten specification of the advertisement. It does not 
appear in the reproduction appearing on the upper 
right-hand corner of Petitioner’s Exhibit Z. 

Q.332: Do you find that that advertisement dis- 
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closes a support which is adapted to be mounted on 
the exterior of that casing? 

A. A ‘‘support’’? 

Q.333: Support or ring. 

A. Yes; I find the scratcher, Acme wall eleaning 
seratcher, which is adapted to be mounted upon the 
outer circumference of a well casing. 

Q.334: In fact, the table under the word ‘‘cost’’ 
defines the different sizes of the scratechers to be 
mounted on the different size casing, does it not? 

A. It does. 

Q.335: That seratcher as shown in that adver- 
tisement includes a support or ring, does it not? 

A. Yes, we might call it a body [2642-112] por- 
tion. 

Q.336: Will you mark on Exhibit Z the support 
or ring? 

A. Yes, sir. I will mark that ‘‘S,’’ with the let- 
ter “S.’’ Why don’t I write “Support’’? 

Q.337: All rght. 

A. J have written the word ‘‘Support’’ on Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit Z, and have extended a lead line to 
that portion of the scratcher which I have identified 
as the support. 

Q.338: Now, state whether or not there are stiff 
wire whiskers, each flexibly attached at one end to 
the support? 

A. Yes, there are, and I will draw a line from 
several of the wires and I will place the word 
‘wires’? at the end of the lead line which I have 
drawn to three of the wires which are flexibly 
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mounted on the support and extend from the periph- 
ery thereof, extend outwardly from the periphery 
thereof. 

Q.339: In what direction do those wires extend 
on the support with respect to the radius of the 
supports drawn to the projection point of a par- 
ticular whisker ? 

A. They extend in an angular relation. 

Q.340: Is that an angular inclination? 

me Yes, it is. 

Q.341: State whether or not all of the seratch- 
ers [2642-113] extend in substantially the same 
angular relation? 

A. You mean all of the wires? 

Q.342: All of the wires. 

A. Yes, sir, they all do, substantially so. There 
may be a slight variance, but it is unimportant. 

Q.343: Now, Mr. Doble, I place before you also 
Petitioner’s Exhibit I, that is Figure 26 of the 
Jones and Berdine report, Exhibit L, and I will 
ask you if this Exhibit I also shows or includes a 
support? A. Yes, sir; it does. 

Q.344: Is that support shown as_ rotatably 
mounted on the exterior of a casing? 

A. It is. Shall L make a lead line? 

Q.345: Just mark what is the support. 

A. I will extend a lead line from the portion 
which comprises the support, and at the end of the 
lead line will place the word ‘‘support.”’ 

Q.346: You are doing this on Exhibit I? 
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A. Yes, sir. 
().347: Now, does Exhibit I include stiff wire 
whiskers ? A. Yes, it does. 


Q.348: Will you just mark those ‘‘stiff wire 
whiskers’? 

A. All right, I have placed the [2642-114] nota- 
tion, ‘‘stiff wire whiskers’’ on the right-hand side 
of Petitioner’s Exhibit I, and shall extend a lead 
line to three of the stiff wire whiskers which extend 
outwardly from the periphery of the support. 

Q.349: State whether or not those whiskers, 
those wire whiskers are flexibly attached at one end 
to the support? A. Yes, sir, they are. 

Q.350: How are they flexibly attached? 

A. They are flexibly attached by bending one 
end of the stiff wire whiskers outwardly and ex- 
tending that outer end of the whiskers through an 
opening in the guide bars which extend across the 
peripheral surface of the support. I can mark on 
Petitioner’s Exhibit I one or two of the ends of the 
wire as it extends through the guide bar, if you 
care for me to do so. 

Q.351: Well, just mark that ‘‘inner wire end.’’ 

A. All right, I have placed a notation on the 
left-hand side of Petitioner’s Exhibit I the follow- 
ing words, ‘‘inner wire ends,”’ and IT have extended 
lead lines to three of such ends. It will be under- 
stood, of course, that there is one such inner wire 
end for each of the stiff wire whiskers. 

Mr. Scofield: Those go to the upturned ends. 
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The Witness: Yes, Mr. Scofield, that [2642-115] 
is correct. 

Q.352: (By Mr. Lyon): State whether or not 
the wire whiskers in Exhibit I extend at an angular 
inclination having sidewise direction with respect 
to the radius of the support drawn to the projection 
point of the particular whisker? 

A. Yes, sir, they do. 

Q.353: And state also whether or not all the 
whiskers have substantially this same angular in- 
elination ? A. Yes, six, they do. 

Q.354: Now, Mr. Doble, you have given that an- 
swer with respect to Exhibit I in the respects in 
which I have asked you concerning Exhibit I. Is 
the seratcher of Exhibit G, that is, Figure 18 of 
the Jones report, the same? 

A. Yes, it is. The wires are bent slightly differ- 
ent, but they are still comparable to the wires as 
illustrated in Petitioner’s Exhibit I. 

Q.355: Do the wires in Exhibit G have an 
angular inclination having sidewise direction with 
respect to the radius of the support drawn to said 
projection point of the particular whisker? 

A. Yes, sir; not as completely as in Petitioner's 
Exhibit I. 

Q.356: What do you mean by “not as com- 
pletely’’? You mean not as great an [2642-116] 
angle ? 

A. No, not quite as extensive an angle. The dis- 
placement from the radial line, radius passing 
through the center of the cylinder or casing may 
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correspond with a portion of the outer end or the 
outer portion of the whisker before the outer loop 
portion is reached. However, at the inner end of 
each of the whiskers there is a radius which extends 
under the guide bar, and eventually contacts the 
periphery of the cylindrical portion of the seratcher, 
and in that portion the stiff wire whisker extends 
angularly with relation to an extended diameter or 
radius from the center of the structure. 

Q.357: You used the word ‘‘periphery’”’ here 
with respect to Exhibit G and the scratcher shown 
therein. What periphery are you referring to? 

A. I am referring to the periphery of the sup- 
port or collar portion of the seratcher element. 

Q.358: That is, the surface which is below 
the—— A. Guide bars. 

G00 euide bars which are visible in Ex- 
hibit G? 

A. Yes, that is correct. The guide bars are 
welded to that outer surface of the periphery of the 
body portion of the scratcher element. 

Q.360: TI have placed before you Exhibit F. I 
will ask you if your answer is the same with regard 
to [2642-117] Exhibit F as it was to Exhibits G 
and J, with respect to the inclusion of these elements 
in the seratcher therein disclosed ? 

A. Yes. My answer to your question is ‘‘ Yes.”’ 

Q.361: That is, you say all of the elements, which 
I asked you about with respect to both Exhibits G 
and Z, are likewise disclosed in Exhibit F? 

A. That is correct. 
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Q@.362: In the same relationship ? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.363: Now, considering all of these exhibits you 
have before you, F, G, I and Z, I will ask you 
whether in each of these exhibits you find a well 


casing ? A. Yes, sir. 
Q.364: Is that well casing of a character to be 
reciprocable in a well bore? eet is. 


Q.365: Do vou find disclosed in each of the ex- 
hibits which you have before you a support which 
is rotatably mounted on the exterior of the well 


casing ? A. I do. 
Q.366: Do you find before you in each of these 
exhibits stiff wire whiskers? A. Yes, sir. 


Q.367: Do you find in each of these exhibits 
that [2642-118] these stiff wire whiskers are flexibly 
attached at one of their ends to the support? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q.368: Do you find in each of these exhibits that 
these wires or whiskers project from a point on the 
periphery of the support at an angular inclination 
having sidewise direction with respect to the radius 
of the support drawn to said projection point of 
the particular whisker and all in substantially the 
same angular relation with the support? 

nem Yes, sir, | do. 

Q.369: Now, state whether or not in each of these 
exhibits you find that the free ends of the whiskers 
are of a length to frictionally contact the well wall 
and abrade its surface upon reciprocation of the 
casing ? A. Yes, sir; that condition I find. 
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Q.370: Do you find in each of these exhibits, F, 
G, I and Z, that the whiskers are of such character 
that they will be upwardly inclined on the down 
stroke and downwardly inclined on the up stroke of 
the casing? Nieee lado, 

Q.371: Do you find in these Exhibits F, G, I and 
Z disclosed a whisker structure and casing support 
and mounting such that on direct reversal of the 
direction of travel of the casing that the wires are 
adapted to [2642-119] fulcrum at their points of 
contact with the well wall and substantially at their 
points of contact with the support whereby vertical 
movement of the casing on such reversal rotates the 
suppoit on the casing? A. Yes, sir. 

().372: State whether or not this reversal relieves 
the bending stresses imposed on the wires ? 

A. It does. During that reversal action it does. 

Q.373: State also whether or not these scratchers 
and the shifting of the wire circumferentially would 
result in the scratcher abrading or contacting a 
different area of the well bore upon each reciproea- 


tion? A. "That is correct. 
Q.374: Is it equally true with respect to all of 
these exhibits ? A. Yes, it is equally true: 


Q.3875: Now, Mr. Doble, in each of the exhibits, 
I’, G, I and Z, do you find a well bore scratcher 
adapted to be rotatably mounted on a well casing? 

Ae Ves: sir. 

Q.3876: Do you find that such scratcher comprises 
an annular support? me Yes sit 

Q.377: That is the annular suppert which you 
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have [2642-120] marked ? A. Yes. 
Q.378: Do you find that each one of these 
seratchers has stiff whiskers 2? ee Ves, site 


Q.379: Do you find that these whiskers are each 
flexibly attached at one end to the support? 

im «Yes, Sir. 

Q.380: Do you find that these whiskers each 
project from a point on the periphery of the sup- 
port at an angular inclination having sidewise direc- 
tion with respect to the radius drawn to said 
projection point of the particular whisker? 

A. Yes. 

Q.381: State whether or not you also find that 
the whiskers all project in substantially the same 
angular relation from the support ? 

A. Yes, sir, they do. 

Q.382: Is this equally true with respect to all 
these scratchers ? A. Wes. 

Q.383: Now, Mr. Doble, I place before you Ex- 
hibit 2. Are the same answers that you just gave 
with respect to Exhibits F, G, T and Z also equally 
true with respect to Applicant’s [2642-121] Ex- 
hibit 2? 

Mr. Scofield: That is objected to as grosslv lead- 
ing. 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

Q.384: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, state whether or 
not those answers are also equally true with respect 
to Exhibit M? 

A. Yes, they are equally true with respect to 
Petitioner’s Exhibit M. 
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Q.385: Are they equally true with respect to Pe 
tioner’s HHH? A. Yes. 

Q.386: Mr. Doble, in the seratchers of Exhibit: 
FH’, G, I and Z, and also Exhibit 2, are the wires ar. 
ranged so that the upper ends of the wires may be 
said to pivot in the well bore by frictional contac 
therewith, so that upon reciprocation of the casing 
the abrading wires are caused to walk around the 
inner surface of the well bore, resulting in rotatior 
of the scratcher sleeve upon the casing? 

A. May I have that read? 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


The Witness: Yes, that is true at the reversa 
points in the reciprocation. 

Q.387: State whether or not this results in eack 
wire removing its abrading aetion with the well bore 
at a different location of the well bore? 

A. Yes, that is true, and it has been clearly 
shown [2642-122] in the evlinders which we placed 
in evidence, such, for example, as Petitioner’s Ex: 
hibits ZZ, EEE-1 and EEE-2, FFF-1 and FFF-2 
BBB-1 and BBB-2, and AAA-1 and AAA-2. 

Q).388: State whether or not there is any differ- 
ence in character whatsoever between the huntine 
action or walking action of the wire ends in any of 
the exhibits which you have demonstrated or ob- 
served that have been offered in evidenee in this 
matter? 

A. No. Basieally they all operate just the same. 
Seme will progress or rotate slightly more upon 
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reversal of the stroke than others, but they all rotate 
at the reversal of the reciprocation, and the differ- 
ence is only a matter of degree. 

Q.389: Referring to Exhibit Z, will you state 
whether that exhibit discloses and teaches a wall 
cleaning scratcher A. It does. 

Q.390: comprising an anchoring sleeve 
adapted to be rotatably mounted on a casing or drill 
pipe? A. It does. 

Q.391: Does Exhibit 2 also disclose and teach 
that the sleeve has a plurality of circumferentially 
located holes? A. Yes, sir. 

Q.392: Will you just mark those holes in Ex- 
hibit Z [2642-123] with the word ‘‘holes’’? 

A. Referring to Petitioner’s Exhibit Z, I have 
placed the word ‘‘holes’’ both below and above the 
reproduction which appears in the upper right-hand 
corner of the exhibit, and from those words I have 
drawn three lead lines from each of the words 
‘‘holes’’ to the holes which extend through the 
periphery of the sleeve or body portion or support 
of the scratcher. 

Q.393: State whether or not this Exhibit 2 also 
discloses and teaches wire whiskers fixedly attached 
at their inner ends inside the sleeve ? 

A. It does. There is shown in this illustration 
rivets projecting inwardly to the outer surface, 
through the inner surface of the support, about 
which the inner ends of the wires are fastened. 

Q.394: You might mark the rivets with the word 


P rivets.’’ 
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A. I have placed the word ‘‘rivets’’ above thi 
illustration in Petitioner’s Exhibit Z, and hav 
extended from the word ‘‘rivets’’ three lead line: 
to the inner ends of the rivets which extend throug! 
the support of the body portion of the scratcher. 

Q.395: Do the wire whiskers singularly extenc 
through those holes in the sleeve? 

A. Yes, sir, they do. [2642-124] 

Q.396: Do those wire whiskers have coils formec 
in the wire whiskers ? 

A. Yes, and those coils are clearly shown i 
illustration in Petitioner’s Exhibit Z. 

Q.397: Will you mark the coils in Exhibit Z? 

A. Above the upper right-hand corner of th 
illustration in Petitioner’s Exhibit Z I have placec 
the words ‘“‘spring coils’? and from the word 
‘‘spring coils’’ I have drawn three lead lines to thre 
of the separate coils which we have referred to. 

Q.398: Do those coils impart resiliency to thi 
mounting of the wires? A. Yes, they do. 

Q.399: State whether or not those coils are inter 
posed in the wires between their fastened ends anc 
their free ends? 

A. Yes, they are, as clearly shown in illustratio 
of Petitioner’s Exhibit Z. 

Q.400: State whether or not those coils are posi 
tioned substantially where the wires pass throug! 
the holes in the sleeve? 

A. Yes, sir, that is correct, as clearly shown 1 
the illustration of Petitioner’s Exhibit Z. 

Q.401: Now, state whether or not the whisker 
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or wires of Exhibit Z project to an angle from the 
sleeve [2642-125] simulating the trajectory of bodies 
thrown from the sleeve were the sleeve rotated 
rapidly ? 

A. Well, they approach that relationship, for 
the definition which you have read would be that of 
a true tangent. However, from the photograph it is 
hard to see or determine whether the wires leaving 
the sleeve do so at a true tangent, but they are 
not very far from a tangent relationship to the body 
or support portion of the scratcher. 

Q.402: I believe you have testified you have some 
scratchers made from the teachings of Exhibit Z? 

Be Yes, sir. 

Q.403: Will you get those scratchers? You have 
before you Exhibit BB for identification and Ex- 
hibit HH for identification, also you have photo- 
graphs of those 

Mr. Scofield: Did he identify the scratcher as 
BB? 

The Witness: I am sorry, Mr. Scofield. 

Mr. Lyon: The gage ring is BB. 

The Witness: That is right. The scratcher itself 
is AA for identification. That is the 514-inch 
serateher. I believe that is AA. 

Q.404+: And the scratcher AA as it 1s located in 
front of you is in the gage ring BB for identifica- 
tion ? A. That is right. 

Q.405: And the scratcher Exhibit HH is within 
its [2642-126] gage ring Exhibit ITI for identifica- 
tion, as the same are placed before you? 
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A. That is correct. 

Mr. Scofield: Doble, won’t you identify the A. 
as the 514-inch seratcher ? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Mr. Scofield: And the HH is the 314? 

The Witness: The 314, that is correct. 

Q.406: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, you also hav 
before you photographs, Exhibits FF, GG, CC, an 
DD of the smaller type scratcher? 

A. Of the 34-inch seratcher, yes, sir. 

Q.407: And also of the 51-inch secratcher yo 
have Exhibits V, W, X and JJ; is that correct? 

A. Yes, that is correct. 

Q.408: And this last set is of the 514-ine 
seratcher ? A. That is correct, Mr. Lyon. 

().409: In each one of these exhibits now place 
before you, Exhibit AA, Exhibit II, and the photo 
graphic reproductions which I have just identified 
state whether or not you find the whiskers project 
ing at an angle from the sleeve simulating the tra 
jectory of bodies thrown from the sleeve were th 
sleeve rotated rapidly? [2642-127] 

A. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Q.410: That is, in each one of these exhibit 
just identified the relationship of the wires is sub 
stantially tangential to at the periphery; is tha 
correct ? A. That is correct. 

Q.411: In each one of these scratchers, Exhibit 
AA and HH, and the photographie representation 
heretofore listed, state whether or not you find tha 
the wire whiskers projected through the holes in th 
A. Yes. 


anchor sleeves 
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Q.412: at angles substantially normal to the 
axis of the respective coil springs? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q.413: Also state whether or not in each of these 
scratchers of Exhibits AA, HH, and their photo- 
graphic representations you find radial studs within 
the sleeves which provide fastening means for the 
wire whiskers ? Bee West sir eh-do,. 

Q.414: And those radial studs are what, as you 
have marked on Exhibit Z? A. Rivets. 

@.415: In these exhibits before you, including 
Exhibits Z, AA, HH, and Exhibits CC, DD, FF, GG, 
and [2642-128] V, W, X, and JJ, you find that the 
rows of studs within the sleeve are positioned inter- 
mediate to parallel rows of holes through which the 
wire whiskers project to provide fastening means 
for the wire whiskers ? A. That is correct. 

@.416: In each one of the exhibits which I 
enumerated in the last question do vou find that 
each stud provides a fastening means for a pair of 
wire whiskers? A. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Scofield: The Patent Office cannot help but 
notice the leading character of this direct examina- 


tion. 

Q.417: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Doble, in the lower 
of the two tests in Exhibit JJJ, that is, the adver- 
tising of September 11, 1941, is the collar or sleeve 
split axially? A. Yes, it is. 

Q.418: Why, do you know? 

A. Why, it is split axially so that it can he 
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mounted upon the well casing directly without the 
requirement of slipping it from one end of the 
easing to the point at which it is to be mounted. 

Q.419: In Exhibit HHH there are what appeat 
to be hacksaw cuts in the collar. Can you ascribe a 
reason for those hacksaw cuts? [2642-129] 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q.420: What is it? 

A. Those hacksaw cuts are to reduce the force 
that would be necessary to open the collar, that 1s. 
open the collar or sleeve portion of the secratche1 
before it is welded, so that it can be mounted d1- 
rectly around the body portion of the well casing. 
and also so that it can be closed in about the casing 
and welded to make it an operative structure. 

Q.421: How does Exhibit HHH compare with 
the lower cut of Exhibit JJJ? Is Exhibit HHH a 
split collar, axially split collar scratcher ? 

Ae OS, eis. 

Q.422: And thereafter HHH has been welded 
at two points to close the ring after it 


A. Yes, to make it operative. It is not an oper- 
ative structure until it has been closed and welded, 
and the way it now appears in Petitioner’s Exhibit 
FLITE is the way it would be normally mounted, and 
as it would appear after mounting upon a_ well 
easing. [2642-130] 


| 
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Cross-Examination 
By Mr. Scofield: 


XQ.1: What practical experience have you had, 
Mr. Doble, in the conditioning of an oil well or in 
the cementing of an oil well? 

A. I have not taken part in a conditioning or 
cementing of any oil well. 

XQ.2: Were you present on a rig where a well 
was being conditioned ? 

A. Yes, I have been on a well rig when the well 
was being conditioned; that is, you mean bv cir- 
culating mud, yes, sir. 

XQ.3: Were they using scratchers of any sort 
while his mud was being circulated, do you know? 

A. That I do not know. 

XQ.4: Have you ever been on a well rig at the 
time that the well was being cemented? 

ie NO, sir, I have not. 

XQ.5: Who led you to believe that the smooth 
bore cylinders which you have used in these tests 
simulate the bore of an oil well? 

A. Well, I would answer that question this way: 
From a discussion of the problem with Mr. Wright 
and [2642-131] Mr. Barkis, and my experience in 
handling equipment, the main purpose was_ to 
demonstrate how the scratchers, the several differ- 
ent scratchers would operate where you had the 
condition controllable, in other words, you would 


have exactly the same condition for each one of 


the different scratchers, so that the final result of 
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the operation of the different scratchers would be 
comparable. 

XQ.6: How did you prepare yourself for the 
technical tests about which you have testified here, 
that is, did you in any way read up in the literature 
about oil well conditioning ? 

A. Yes, sir, I read extensively about the condi- 
tioning and cementing of oil wells. 

XQ.7: What did you read? 

A. I read the lterature produced by the B & W 
Company. I read the Jones report. I have read the 
applications and file wrappers in issue here that are 
involved in the total discussion. I have read ce- 
menting operations, or a cementing operation 
appearing in one of the oil trade magazines. I be- 
heve it was written either by or for one of the 
Halls, and numerous other articles that I could 
find in the oil trade journals. 

XQ.8: You did, then, prepare yourself after a 
fashion, and among the things that you read were 


the [2642-132] B & W bulletins? A. Yes, sir. 
XQ.9: And the Jones report? A. Yessir 
XQ.10: Do you recall in that Jones report some 
cross-sectional views of oil wells? A. Yes, sir. 


XQ.11: Do you remember in the B & W bulle- 
tins some longitudinal sections 


me Yes, sil. 
a. Q.12: 
A. Yes, sir; that is, you mean line drawings, 
because you can't take an oil well and make a cross- 


of oil wells? 


section of it. 
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XQ.i3: They are longitudinal sections taken 
through the well? 

A. That is, a drawing? [2642-133] 


% * * 


XQ.24: Now, isn’t it a fact that this cylinder 
you used in these tests is more like a cemented 
eistern than it would be an oil well? 

A. That is probably true. The cylinders we had 
were—certainly, you wouldn’t find any oil well 
made of steel. The surface of the bore of the oil 
well as you drilled it in the earth would certainly 
not be steel such as the cylinders which were used 
in the tests here, but every well is different and the 
formation in every well is different, and to get a 
result which could be comparable for the different 
scratchers I believe it would be necessary to use a 
metallic surface such as we did, in order to correctly 
determine the operation of the various scrapers 
which would be comparable. 

XQ.25: Don’t you think that this cylinder you 
used in these tests would more closely simulate a 
cement cistern than it would an oil well, or well 
bore of an oil well? 

A. It might or might not, it depends on what 
they were drilling through. They might drill 
through sandstone or some other formation which 
might give you a very smooth surface. [2642-135] 

XQ.26: You evidently did not get my question. 
My question was: Don’t you think that a cemented 
cistern, that is, with a cemented wall, more closely 
simulates the cylinder that you used here or the 


2050 Jesse E. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 
cylinders you used in your test machine than i 
would the well bore of an oil well? 

A. I don’t believe so, for the purpose that w 
were using it. 

XQ.27: You think that the well bore of an oi 
well would more closely simulate this smooth sur 
faced cylinder than would a cemented water cistern 

A. Yes, for what purpose we were using it. - 
believe so. 

XQ.28: Do you know whether they ever used 
scratcher on the inside of a cemented cistern’ 
To your knowledge did they ever? 

A. Not to my knowledge. 

XQ.29: Did it ever occur to you that the tes 
cylinder might more closely simulate an oil well 1: 
you had a few protuberances or circumferentia 
rings spaced within the cylinder? 

A. It might, but it would not give the sam 
characteristic of comparison between the differen 
scratchers which we were trying to determine. 

XQ.30: But you think if you had a few pro 
tuberances [2642-136] extending out into the bore o1 
a ridge or two around it, it would more closely) 
simulate the conditions that you have in a well bore‘ 

A. IJ will say this: That a good many well bore 
do have protuberances or strata running into a wel 
bore slightly, or holes in the side wall of the wel 
bore. 

XQ.31: Did you ever see one that didn’t? 

A. I have never seen—well, no, I haven’t, ex 
cepting this: I haven’t looked down an oil well bore 
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and those I have looked into are always filled with 
mud or some other things, and I could not see down 
very far unless they had a casing in them, so I 
cannot really answer that question. [2642-137] 


* * * 


XQ.35: Did you ever see in B and W advertising 
a well or a drawing of a well that did not have an 
uneven well bore? 

A. Yes, I believe that this instruction sheet, 
which is—I will withdraw that. It does not show 
the well bore. Well, in Petitioner’s Exhibit E the 
well bore seems to be quite smooth throughout its 
entire length. I don’t see any particular protuber- 
ances or key-seats or anything else along the extent 
of the bore. 

XQ.36: Now, you take a look at the B & W 
Bulletin 104, and see what you think of the well 
bores that are shown there. 

A. Yes, those well bores, or at least the pictures 
in Appheant’s Exhibit 8, does not show a well bore, 
but on the page opposite to it there is an illus- 
tration of a well bore which shows protuberances 
and depressions and differences in diameter of the 
bore along its length. 

XQ.37: Well, would you comment upon the well 
bore that is shown on page 6 of this Bulletin 104? 

Mr. Lyon: In what way? In what [2642-138] 
way ? 

XQ.38: (By Mr. Scofield): As to the charac- 
teristics of the well bore whether it is smooth or 
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showed protuberances, rings, key-seats and other 
projections into the bore. 

A. I do not see any key-seats, referring now to 
page 6, in the well bore. There is a certain amount 
of irregularity to the well bore, which is to a certain 
extent smoothed out with mud. It varies in diameter 
somewhat. 

XQ.39: Does it have the appearance to you of 
the physical well bore of the test machine? 

A. Generally, yes. However, I will add this: If 
you make the surfaces irregular you would not get 
the type of test which we were endeavoring to make, 
which would be a comparative test between the 
action of certain of the scratcher elements. 

XQ.40: Now, look at the well bore that is shown 
on page 9 of Bulletin 104. Does that appear to you to 
have a smooth wall, like the wall of the test machine? 

A. Well, it is not as smooth in some senses. 
Jt may be smoother in others because it is lined with 
mud. It has a bore which varies in diameter. Those 
differences in diameter extend over a very much 
ereater length in actual well bores than would 
appear in the figure on page 9 of the illustration, 
because you will [2642-139] note that the lower end 
of the figure, that there is a statement ‘‘ Horizontal 
seale 1 inch to the foot, vertical scale 1 inch to 40 
feet,’ so that the irregularities are multiphed forty 
times. 

XQ.41: Does that well bore in that cut appear to 
you to be or to simulate, be the same as the well 
bore that you have in your test machine ? 
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A. Yes, it would be very close to the view present 
in Sections A-A. It is not a metal surface, but it is 
a surface which is lined with mud cake. 

XQ.42: Now, look at the well bore that is shown 
on page 12, and see whether that appears to have an 
irregular, roughened surface, and whether it simu- 
lates in that manner or in that characteristic the 
smooth well bore of your test machine. 

A. In the section entitled ‘‘Oil Sands’’ it has a 
relatively smooth section; when you consider that 
the scale here, the vertical scale is 1 inch to 8 feet, I 
would say it is relatively smooth, and, of course, that 


is coated with a very smooth, probably uniform 
- coating of mud. 


XQ.43: And it is your belief, is it, that they 
select those smooth sections to put the scratchers in? 

A. No, that is not my belief at all. 

XQ.44: What is your belief about the [2642-140] 
location of the scratchers? 

A. They put the seratchers where they want to 
scratch the walls of the well, where the oil-producing 
sands are, and where they want to make a bond 


between the surface of the well and the casing. 


XQ.45: Do you know what the characteristic of 
of the surface will be at that point, or at that loca- 
tion ? A. Yes. 

XQ.46: They do know? 

A. Generally they survey it with a wall caliper, 
so that they have a pretty good indication of what 


that surface is like, and they also take wall 


samples. 
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XQ.47: So you are familiar with the calipering 


of an oil well? key Yes. 
XQ.48: Have you seen the records of these cali- 
pering operations ? ee Nessie 


XQ.49: Do they indicate that the oil well has a 
smooth bore throughout its length? 

A. Substantially so. There is one thing you must 
remember about a calipered bore chart, is that it is 
ereatly foreshortened in length, so that any differ- 
ences would be highly magnified, so that [2642-141] 
there would be long sections with very little change 
in diameter. 

XQ.50: Do you think that the calipering of a 
well gives you a pretty accurate idea of what the 
characteristics of the well bore is or not? 

A. I think it gives a pretty good indication of 
what it is. 

XQ.51: Take a look at the well bore on page 
13 of this Bulletin 104, and state whether that 
simulates the smooth test machine evlinder? 

A. Yes, I think it would, especially in the sec- 
tion marked ‘‘Oil sand.’’ You must bear in mind 
that the vertical scale is 1 inch to 15 feet, so any 
irregularities as shown in this figure are extended 
over a long area of well hole, and they are not 
just as indicated in the diagram, because that is 
made for a particular purpose, and it would be im- 
practical to make the ilustration 15 feet long for 
one inch. [2642-142] 


* x * 
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XQ.78: I was wondering whether or not you dis- 
cussed this matter of the setting up of this smooth 
bore with an oil well surface. 

A. No, I don’t believe I discussed that in any 
way. 

XQ.79: Who, if anybody, assisted you in con- 
nection with these tests that you have made, and the 
photographs that you have produced here of the 
devices that have been used in your test machine? 

A. Mr. Solum, Jim Solum of the B & W Com- 


pany. 

XQ@.80: Solomon? A. §-o-l-u-m. 

XQ.81: Anybody else? A. No. 

XQ.82: Who laid out the procedure [2642-147] 
that you followed here? A. I did. 


XQ.83: You formulated the procedure and the 
tests as they were made? 

A. That is, the tests that I have presented in 
court, I directed the making of those tests and 
laid out the procedure for making those tests. 

XQ.84: Now, who determined what should be 
tested, and I mean—do you understand what I 
mean? 

A. No, I am not sure I know just what you do 

- mean. 

_ XQ.85: Who determined what scratchers would 
be tested ? 

A. I discussed that with Mr. Lewis Lyon, and 
I generally determined which should be tested from 
the reading of the material in the controversy be- 
tween B & W and Mr. Hall in the various suits, 
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and what have you. The thing I was very interestec 
in determining was that we could have an accurate 
basis for comparison between the several scratcher; 
which we have produced, that is, the Jones type, the 
Weatherford, the Nu-Coil, and scratchers such a: 
Applicant’s Exhibit 2. 

XQ.86: And you discussed that with Mr 
Solum ? 

A. Yes, I told him what I wanted, and he ob. 
tained the seratchers for me except those that— 
the [2642-148] Acme, which we had made. 

XQ.87: Did Mr. Solum have any part at all ir 
formulating the procedures that you used herein? 

A. I don’t know what you mean by ‘‘proce- 
dure.”’ 

XQ.88: Well, you have set up a test machine 
with a cylinder, and then you have put in that test 
machine the cylindrical sleeve upon which you 
mounted the seratchers, and you have reciprocated 
the sleeve with the scratchers mounted on the sleeve 
within the interior of this eylinder, and vou have 
selected certain types of scratchers and evidently 
run them in this test machine, and you have ob- 
tained tracings of the patterns on the interior of 
these cylinders. Now, all of that sequence of opera- 
tions J am going to consider as a procedure, or a 
formulated procedure which somebody set up, and 
what I want to know is whether vou are reseponsi- 
ble for this thing, whether Mr. Solum is respon- 
sible, whether you are jointly responsible, or 
whether Mr. Lewis Lyon set this np, formulated it 
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for you, or whether the three of you got together 
and decided what to do, or whether Mr. Barkis and 
Wright took part in this whole business. What I 
want to do is pin this on somebody, if we can. Now, 
donut mean by ‘‘pinning it’’ in any criticism as 
to what you have done, but just so that we will 
know who is actually responsible for this whole 
business that we [2642-149] have so many very 
beautiful photographs of? 

A. You ean pin it right on me. 

XQ@.89: That is, vou are the boy that is re- 
sponsible for the procedure that was adopted ? 

A. Of the tests which we have presented here 
during this deposition. I did not design the ma- 
chine, I didn’t build it, but I directed Mr. Solum to 
earry out the tests. I was there all the time, and 
I directed him step by step just what I wanted 
done. I was entirely responsible for it. 

XQ.90: And you also are the person who is 
responsible for selecting the different types of 
seratchers that were run in the machine? 

A. Not entirely so. I conferred with Mr. Lewis 
Lyon. 

mel: On that? A. On that point. 

XQ.92: And I believe you indicated in your 
prior testimony on cross-examination that you had 
read over the Patent Office proceedings and the 
applications, so that vou had a general knowledge 
of this situation, is that right, what you intended to 
prove, and you were then given the job of formu- 
| lating the procedure ? A. ‘That is correct. 
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XQ.93: And where you had any doubt you wen! 
to [2642-150] Mr. Lewis Lyon? 

A. That is correct. IT conferred with Mr. Lewis 
Lyon in that case. 

XQ.94: So that if there is any error here, ir 
any of this work that you have done on testing 
that is, we can look to you and to Mr. Lewis Lyon‘ 

A. You had better look to me principally. I ar 
the operator that carried out the job. 


TA * * 


XQ.96: (By My. Scofield): When we adjourned 
this noon I believe you were being examined about 
responsibility of the tests on the test apparatus, and 
you indicated, as I recall your testimony, that the 
procedure that was explained in your direct exami- 
nation was formulated by yourself, with some help 
from Mr. Lyon; is that correct? 

A. Generally that is correct. I conferred with 
Mr. Lyon, and he told me generally what he 
wanted, [2642-151] and then I carried out the pro- 
eram, laid it out and carried it out. 

XQ.97: Did you, yourself, establish the pro- 
cedure Nene Oss S11*, 

KQ.98: of these tests, and then conferred 
with Mr. Lyon, or did Mr. Lyon establish the pro- 
cedure and then confer with you with regard to it? 
Which was it? 

A. Mr. Lyon told me that he wanted certain of 
these scratchers tested, and I tested them. 

XQ.99: Did you design the test machine which 
has been marked as physical Exhibit III? 
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mee NO, I did not. 

XQ.100: Who designed that? 

A. I don’t know. 

XQ.101: Did Solum design it, do you know? 

A. Isaid I did not know. 

XQ.102: You don’t know? A. GiNo. 

XQ.103: You have also indicated in your direct 
examination that some of these scratchers that were 
tested were made by Adams-Campbell, as I recall it? 

A. I testified that Adams-Campbell made the 
two scratchers which corresponded to Petitioner’s 
Exhibit [2642-152] Z, that is, one for 3!4-inch and 
one for 544-inch. 

XQ.104: You have those on the table before 
you? A Yes, sitethatascorrect. 

XQ.105: Would you just identify them for the 
record ? 

A. The 314-inch Acme type of seratcher bears 
Petitioner’s Exhibit HH, and the 514-inch Aeme 
type seratcher is designated by Petitioner’s Exhibit 
AA. 

Mr. Lyon: Both for identification. 

0.106: (Bv'My.Secofield): As L recall your 
testimony, you said that you had spent some time 
at the Adams-Campbell shop during the time that 
these were made? A. That is correct. 

XQ.107: Who made those at the Adams-Camp- 
bell shop? 

A. J don’t know the name of the mechanic. 

XQ.108: He was one of the employees? 

A. That is right. 
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XQ.109: How did you go about, if you did, in- 
structing him in the manufacture of those two 
devices which you identified ? 

A. I went down to the Adams-Campbell Com- 
pany and conferred with Mr. Kipper, is that his 
name? 

XQ.110: The fellow that was here yesterday ? 

A. No, his son, I think it is Stewart Kipper. 
is it not, and I produced copies of Petitioner’s 
Exhibit Z [2642-153] and Z-1, and told him that I 
wanted two scratchers made as closely to the illus- 
tration in the upper right-hand corner of Petition- 
er’s Exhibit Z, of which Petitioner’s Exhibit Z-1 
is an enlargement. 

XQ.111: And that enlargement you have in yout 
hand ? 

A. That enlargement I have in my hand, and 
the enlargement was photographed as near as pos: 
sible to the size of the 514-inch scratcher, Acme- 
type scratcher, so that we would have as near as 
possible a comparable size of illustration to follow. 
Then I read to Mr. Kipper several portions of the 
printed matter in Petitioner’s Exhibit Z. 

KO 112: > lsthar Zor 7-17 

A. Z, the enlargement is Z-1. I told him that 
T wanted the Acme scratcher to consist of a 14-gage 
steel band 214 inches wide, the edges of which were 
to be turned inward; that the bristles were to be 
spaced as close as he could to %th of an inch apart: 
that the bristles were to be made of 15-gage spring 
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steel wire four inches in length, that is, four inches 
from the point where they project outwardly from 
the adjacent end of the spring to which they at- 
tached, and I wanted the wires to be—that is, the 
scratcher wires to be as closely related as could be 
with relation to the wires as thev are shown in the 
enlargement, Petitioner’s [2642-154] Exhibit Z-1 
and illustration Petitioner’s Exhibit Z; that they 
had to be crossed in the same manner; that the 
springs, coil springs, should have the same number 
of coils, which was rather difficult for us to deter- 
mine. After considerable working on the two ex- 
hibits, Petitioner’s Exhibits Z and Z-1 they came 
to the conclusion that each of the coils would have 
four complete loops; and that if he had any ques- 
tions whatsoever during the manufacture or produc- 
tion of the two models he was to call me by 
telephone. 

XQ.113: At this first meeting that you had with 
Mr. Kipper, Jr., was there anybody there present 
besides yourself ? 

A. Yes, Mr. Solum was present. ‘ 

XQ.114: Mr. Solum? A. Yes, sir. 

XQ.115: <At the time of that meeting did you 
have this blown-up view, the Exhibit Z-1? 

Pee eS, Sir. 

KQ. 116: You had that? eeeerres, SIT, 

XQ.117: You left it with him? 

A. I left it with him. 

XQ.118: You left him also the Z? 

A. Yes. [2642-155] 
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XQ.119: Did you supply him any drawings be- 
sides these? 

A. No, I did not feel any were necessary. We 
did project or, at least I had Mr. Solum project the 
wires as shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit Z-1, in order 
to determine as close as could be determined the 
relationship of the end of the wire, of each wire to 
the upper flange surface at the end of the body 
portion of the scratcher. 

XQ.120: You followed up his work from time 
to time, [ assume? 

A. Yes, sir. I called, some days twice, and other 
days once, depending upon how far they were 
along, to pick up any questions he might have. 

XQ.121: Over what period of time did the manu- 
facture of these two devices cover? 

A. <As closely as I can remember now, it was 
about a week, a little bit less than a week, I might 
say. 

XQ.122: During that period on how many oe- 
easions did you go down to check on his work? 

A. Three or four times, as I remember. 

XQ.123: Did Solum go with you? 

ie a 

XQ.124: On each occasion? 

A. Yes, sir. [2642-156] 

XQ.125: That is, you were working on this as a 
team, vou and Solum ? 

A. No, he was assisting me. I had no anutomo- 
bile at that time to get around, and he was convey- 
ing me around, and I didn't know where Adams- 
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Campbell were located and he took me down there 
and introduced me to Mr. Kipper, Stewart Kipper. 
I will say this: that Mr. Solum carried out any 
directions I gave him very effectively, and was 
very helpful to me. 

XQ.126: After these devices were made then 
the photographs were taken? 

A. Yes, sometime after they were made. 

XQ.127: Were the gage rings or sizing rings 
made at the same time? 

A. Yes, they were. They were made at the same 
time, in order that we could as early as possible 
obtain the correct outside diameter of the wires, 
in other words, the rings acting as a gage to gage 
the wires. 

XQ.128: Do you know the standard sizes of 
scratchers that are used on casing? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as assuming that 
there is such a thing. 

The Witness: You mean for each size of casing ? 

XQ.129: (By Mr. Scofield): Yes. [2642-157] 

A. I know that scratchers, say a 314-inch 
secratcher, is made with various lengths of wire. 
In fact, when Petitioner’s Exhibit HHH was re- 
ceived the wires were 5 inches long, and in order 
that we could operate Petitioner’s Exhibit HHH in 
the same cylinder that the other 31-inch size 
scratchers had been operated, it was necessary to 
cut the ends to obtain the proper over-all diameter, 
which I understand 1s common practice in the field. 

XQ.128: And this 3%-inch serateher which you 
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have testified about would be used on 314-ine 
casing; is that correct? A. It is,correct. 

XQ.129: What size hole would a 314-ine 
seratcher normally be used in? 

A. Well, I can’t answer that, because it migh 
be used in various sizes of holes, and the wire 
would be cut to the proper length for that pai 
ticular size of hole. 

XQ.130: So, so far as you know, they eut. th 
wires or have the wire lengths according to th 
size hole? A. That is correct. 

XQ.131: What would be the outside diamete 
of a 34-inch seratcher if the wires were 3 inche 
long? 

Mr. Lyon: What scratcher? [2642-158] 

The Witness: What scratcher? 

XQ.132: (By Mr. Scofield): 314-inch. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as being indefi 
nite as to what scrateher you are talking about 

XQ.1383: (By Mr. Scofield): Do you understans 
the question ? 

Mr. Lyon: There are a whole flock of seratcher 
on the desk. 

My. Scofield: I asked him about 314-inch. 

The Witness: J understand your question, but - 
cannot answer unless you identify a_ particula’ 
scratcher, because in some the wires are more tan 
gent than in others, and that would control, th 
angle from which the wires leave the body woul 
control, to a certain extent, the size, over-all di 
ameter for a sevatcher for a 3-ineh leneth of wire. 
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XQ.134: (By Mr. Scofield): What would be 
the outside diameter ? A. Of what? 

XQ.1385: Of a 31-inch scratcher with 3-inch 
wires. 

Mr. Lyon: What scratcher, whose scratcher? 

A. I don’t know what scratcher you are talk- 
ing about. 

XQ.136: (By May. Scofield): Take the scratcher 
you were [2642-159] just testifying about, the Hall 
scratcher. You had it in your hand, didn’t you? 

A. Yes, I had the Hall scrateher, Petitioner’s 
Exhibit HHH. 

XQ.187: Yes, that is the one. What was the out- 
side diameter of that with a 3-inch wire? 

A. It would be slightly larger, I believe. May I 
have that measure? The length of the wire of 
Petitioner’s Exhibit HHH. 

XQ.138: I am not asking you that. 

A. Wait a minute, I am answering your ques- 
tion—is 214 inches long so that if we increased the 
length of each wire to 3 inches along the outside 
diameter would be correspondingly larger, just how 
much I couldn’t tell you unless I laid it out and 
measured it, increase the diameter to the increase 
in length of the wires. 

XQ.139: Would that diameter appear on any of 
Hall’s advertising that is in evidence here ? 

A. For the type of scratcher as shown in Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit HHH? 

XQ.140: Yes, the 34-inch. 
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A. I don’t remember. I would have to lool 
through to be sure. 

XQ.141: Now, answer the same question, tha 
is, [2642-160] the outside diameter of a 314-indl 
scratcher with 3-inch wires of a wall cleaning guide 

A. By ‘a wall cleaning guide’’ which do yo 
refer to particularly ? 

XQ.142: Which are the wall cleaning guides 

A. Well, we have Petitioner’s Exhibit A, Ap 
plicant’s Exhibit 2. 

XQ.143: You don’t think 

A. Aren’t they all wall cleaning guides, after al 
is said and done? 

XQ.144: Are they? 

A. Yes, I think broadly they are all wall clean 
ing guides. 

XQ.145: I didn’t know it, but the only one | 
know as a wall cleaning guide is Exhibit 2. 

A. That is a form that can be referred to a 
a wall cleaning guide, and referring to Applicant’ 
Exhibit 2, the wires project outwardly from th 
periphery of the body portion of the scratcher 2% 
inches, and if we increased the length of the wire 
to 3 inches that would increase the diameter of th 
outside of the scratcher to approximately 114 


inches. 

XQ.146: My question was as to a 34-inch wal 
cleaning guide with 3-inch wires. What would b 
the outside diameter? [2642-161] 

A. Now, that is indefinite again, because it de 
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pends upon the direction from which the wires 
leave the body portion of the scratcher. 

XQ.147: Are you familiar with the advertising 
of B& W? A. Yes, generally. 

XQ.148: Do you know of any advertising what- 
soever where the wires extend anything but radially 
in a wall cleaning guide? A. ¥ es. 

XQ.149: Will you show me the advertising ? 

A. Oh, advertising? JI would have to look 
through the advertising. I don’t remember. 

XQ.150: You don’t remember that? 

A. In detail, no. I didn’t memorize the advertis- 
ing, but I have seen scratchers, very small scratch- 
ers, I imagine they were 314, where the wires pro- 
jected out about a foot on each side. It looked 
hike a spider. 

XQ.151: Do you know of a size _ scratcher, 
whether it be B & W or Hall, that is 444 inches? 

A. That is what? 

XQ.152: In size a 414-inch seratcher ? 

A. Known as 444? 

XQ.153: Yes, did you ever hear of that size 
in [2642-162] scratchers ? 

A. I don’t know that I have. It is 434. I don’t 
know what 4% would be, a standard size or not. 
There is 4°4. 

XQ.154: Did you ever hear of a 44-inch casing? 

A. Not in connection with oil wells. They may 
have, that does not mean they don’t have it. 

XQ.155: You have heard of a 484-inch easing? 

A. Wes: 
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XQ.156: What size scratcher would they us 
on a 484-inch casing? 

A. That would depend on the size of the wel 
bore. The wires come in long sizes, and they cu 
them off, depending upon the diameter of the wel 
bore. 

XQ.157: I don’t believe you understood my ques 
tion. I asked you first if you knew of the 4%4-incl 
casing, and you said you did. A. Yes. 

XQ.158: And then I asked you what siz 
seratcher they would use on a 484-inch casing. 

A. Oh, a 44-inch scratcher. 

XQ.159: That is right. In what size well hole 
would they use a 4%4-inch casing? What size de 
they use in the industry, in other words? 

A. Pardon me, may I have that questior 
read? [2642-163] 


(Question read by the reporter) 


The Witness: Well, it all depends upon the 
well, some wells are drilled larger and some are 
smaller, so that it would depend on the size of the 
well bore, so you could use a 424 on many differen’ 
sizes of well bores. 

XQ.160: (By Mr. Scofield): From what range‘ 

A. That I am not familiar enough to tell you 

XQ.161: You don’t know? 

A. No. [2642-164] 

* * % 

XQ.198: In connection with this educationa. 

work that you did, that is, to educate yourself or 
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this technique or this practice prior to the time that 
you made these tests, did anyone advise you of the 
width of the annular space between the casing and 
the well bore normally in an oil well when scratchers 


are run? A. No. 
XQ.199: They did not do that? ee INO, 


XQ.200: Did you ask anvbody? 

A. No, I don’t remember asking anyone. 

XQ.201: Do you know whether or not the people 
responsible for running these scratchers, that is, 
the men on the rig or the superintendents, take into 
consideration that annular space when they order 
the scratchers? [2642-170] 

A. I beheve that thev take that space into con- 
sideration in ordering the scratchers, yes. 

XQ.202: That is 

A. That is why sometimes they call for wires of 
longer length than are listed nm the standard table 
of sizes. 

XQ.203: Now, why would they want wires of 
longer length under certain conditions ? 

A. So that they can cut the wires off, to suit the 
diameter of the well bore. 

XQ.204: Is it your belief that they order wires 
long, and cut them off? 

A. In some instances, yes. 

XQ.205: Suppose that the annular space is very 
narrow, do you know whether they ever order a 
bigger type of scratcher for a hole of that character ? 

A. I wouldn’t know. I don’t know what they do 
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order. I have never seen any orders from any of thi 
operators in the field. 

XQ.206: When you were giving your testimony 
on direct, did you realize that your testimony wa: 
conspicuously lacking with respect to dimensions’ 

A. In what respect? 

XQ.207: Well, dimensions of the cylinder tha 
you were running the tests m, and the size of thi 
seratchers, [2642-171] that is, the outside diamete 
of the seratchers that were run in these cylinders 

A. I don’t believe so. I pointed out upstairs 
when we were viewing the test machine, that th 
eylinder located in that machine was 9% inche 
in diameter. 

XQ.208: Was that the only mention you mad 
in all your testimony of the diameter of one of thos 
cylinders ? A. It might have been. 

XQ.209: Now, let’s find out what all these diam 
eters and size seratchers were, and let us first tak 
the seratcher that you ran, I think it was _ th 
314-inch seratcher, that corresponded to Exhibit M 

A Yes, 

XQ.210: Do you have that secratcher ? 

A. I think we do. 

XQ.211: That was not offered, was it? 

A. No, I don’t remember it being offered. 

XQ.212: Do you know why it was not offered‘ 

A. No, I haven’t the least idea why. 

Mr. Lyon: Tf ean tell vou, if you want to know, sc 
that vou won't draw any unwarranted inference 
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There is no use duplicating the record with the same 
thing. If you want it, he has it in his hand. 

Mr. Scofield: I think it had better go in, and if 
you want to mark it as one of your exhibits, why, 
do so, [2642-172] or J will mark it as one of mine. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer in evidence this scrateher 
as Petitioner’s Exhibit KKK, the one that the wit- 
ness has just produced. 


(Seratcher referred to was marked bv the 
Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit KKK, 
and made a part of this deposition.) 


The Witness: Is there a question, Mr. Scofield? 

Mr. Scofield: I don’t know whether there is or 
not. 

Mr. Lyon: Before vou make your measurement, 
can you make an accurate determination, the way 
you are, within a quarter of an inch? 

The Witness: I think I can come closer than a 
quarter of an inch on it, certainly. 

Mr. Lyon: You did not on Exhibit 2. 

The Witness: Didn’t 1? Maybe I had better 
measure Exhibit 2 again. 

XQ.213: (By Mr. Scofield): I suggest you re- 
verse that to have the scratcher up close to your 
ruler. 

A. Remeasuring Applicant’s Exhibit 2, I now 
find, by placing the scratcher on the ruler and lining 
the wires up, that the over-all diameter of the 
seratcher is approximately 1014 inches. 


2072 Jesse EH. Hall, ete., vs. 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 

XQ.214: And you want to change your test 
mony to that effect ? [2642-173] 

A. Yes, I would like to, please, and in measurin 
—or did you ask me to measure it? 

XQ.215: You can while you are doing that. Ye: 
I am going to ask you—— 

A. I will put the ticket on first, referring t 
KK. All right. Now, I have in my hand Petitior 
er’s Exhibit KKK. 

XQ.216: And you are measuring the outsid 
diameter ? 

A. And I am measuring the outside diamete 
over the wires, and I get substantially 714 inches 

XQ.217. That particular scratcher, Exhibit KKK 
is shown in one of the exhibits, is it not? 

A. You mean those photographs? 

XQ.218: Yes. A. Yes, it is. 

XQ.219: You might identify that. I believe tha 
is Shown in A. I think it is NN. 

XQ.220: ‘That is the seratcher itself? 

A. Oh, I see. You wanted it on the machine? 

XQ.221: Yes. I think it is shown on the machin 
in one of the exhibits, I believe it is OO, is it not 

Moe, Ioyon- No: 

The Witness: I don’t have it noted in my list 

My. Lyon: No. [2642-174] 

The Witness: It is hard to tell in photograph: 


the diameter of the wires, but it 1s either Petitioner’: 
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Exhibit KKK or Petitioner’s Exhibit M, I cannot 
say which. 

XQ.222: (By Mr. Scofield): Did you test both 
of these in the machine? A. Yes. 

XQ.223: Did you testify with respect to both of 
those tests on the hght gage wire and the heavy gage 
wire ? 

A. I don’t believe I did, but I think in my direct 
testimony I stated that I had run the heavy gage 
Wire, and at that time we were worried whether the 
light gage wire, the spring wires, would have suffi- 
cient strength to scratch the blackened portion of 
the eylinder, 

XQ.224: It was my recollection you testified with 
regard to running the hght gage wire. 

A, That is correct. 

Mr. Lyon: You testified, didn’t you, with re- 
spect to the operations in Mr. Wright’s back yard 
with reference to the heavy gage wire, too? 

The Witness: That is correct, and I have run 
the heavy gage wire many times, I won’t say ‘‘many 
times,’’ but several times, and as far as I could tell 
they both worked substantially the same. [2642-175] 

XQ.225: (By Mr. Seofield): You did testify 
that these were run in Mr. Wright’s back yard? 

Pee hat isseerrect. 

XQ.226: Was he present during 

A. Yes, sir, he was present. 

XQ.227: all the runs? 

A. Yes, siz, at all the runs. 

Mr. Lyon: So that there will be no misunder- 
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standing, he was present at all the runs run in hi 
back yard? 

The Witness: "That is correct. 

Mr. Lyon: But he was not present when any o: 
these tracing cylinders were made? 

The Witness: No, I don’t remember seeing Mr 
Wright present during the running of any of th 
seratchers which scratched the black portion of thi 
eylinders, which we have referred to and have the 
photographs of. 

XQ.228: (By Mr. Scofield): Let us get back t 
the running of this Exhibit KKK in your tes 
apparatus. Is there in evidence here as a physica 
exhibit the cylinder that you used on the test ma 
ehine when that scratcher was run? 

A. No, I don’t have it present. 

XQ.229: Do you have that cylinder here in the 
building ? A. Yes, sir. [2642-176] 

XQ.230: Did you testify or didn’t you what the 
diameter, inside diameter of that cylinder was‘ 

A. I don’t remember if I did, but it is 6% 
inches in diameter. 

XQ.231: It is 6% inches in diameter, anc 
what was the outside diameter of this scratcher 
Exhibit KKK? A. 7% inches. 

XQ.232: Just state for the record what the 
annular space was 

Mr. Lyon: That is a matter of mathematical 
determination. 

XQ.233: (By Mr. Scofield): 


or 1f you will 
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just the difference in diameter between the cylinder 
and the outside diameter of the scratcher? 

A. Now, just so we may have that question defi- 
nite, what part of the body portion of the scratcher 
do you wish me to measure, the cylindrical portion, 
or the diameter across the guide bars that hold the 
wires in place? 

XQ.234: I thought that in the phraseology we 
were using, the outside diameter of the scratcher, 
that we were always considering that to mean the 
diameter of the entire scratcher, including the wires. 

A. Oh, I have measured that, and that was 714 
inches, I remember. [2642-177] 

XQ.235: That was 714 inches? A. Yes. 

XQ.236: And the eylinder, you say, was 614 
inches ? A. 6%. 

XQ.237: Now, just state for the record what the 
difference in diameter was between the outside 
diameter of the scratcher and the inside diameter of 
the cylinder ? 

A. Roughly a half inch difference 
minute. 

Mr. Lyon: Why do vou say that? 

The Witness: About three-quarters of an inch. 

XQ.238: (By Mr. Scofield): Can’t you give it 
to me in 8ths, so that we will be exact? 

A. Let’s see 714 and 6Y,, 56% of an inch. 

XQ.239: J believe you also indicated that you 
ran a 3-inch wall cleaning guide? 

A. 38-inch wall cleaning guide? 


wait a 
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XQ.240: 314-inch wall cleaning guide in thi 
same apparatus. 

A. Out at Mr. Wright’s back yard, as I remem: 
ber it, we ran one, but I didn’t make a cylinder of 
the one. The cylinder I made was of a 514-inch wal 
cleaning guide type of scratcher. [2642-178] 

XQ.241: I call your attention to Petitioner’: 
Exhibit XX. Maybe I can give you this, and it wil 
be quicker. 

Mr. Lyon: Let me see what is shown to you. 

The Witness: Yes, the scratcher mounted on the 
test stand as shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit XX was 
run in Mr. Wright’s back yard on September 27. 
1952. 

Mr. Lyon: Go ahead, I have it. 

XQ.242: (By Mr. Scofield): Was that scratchetr 
that is shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit XX produced ‘ 

A. N@ 

XQ.243: Do you have it here? 

A. I don’t know. 

XQ.244: Will you look and see if you have got it‘ 

A. I don’t think we have. I don’t think we have 
any scratchers left here. No, we don’t have it here. 

XQ.245: Can you produce it? 

A. I can’t say whether I can or not. I do nof 
have it, so I can’t produce it. 

XQ.246: Do you know where it is? 

A. No, I do not. 

XQ.247: Do you know the outside diameter of 
the A. No, I do not. 
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XQ.248: Is this seratcher still in [2642-179] 
existence ? 

A. As far as I know it is. I didn’t destroy it. 

XQ.249: You can have it tomorrow morning, 
can’t you? 

A. I don’t know whether I ean or not. 

XQ.250: Will you ask the gentlemen here if they 
have it, and it can be produced by tomorrow 
morning ? 

A. If I can get hold of it, no reason why it 
shouldn’t be produced, as far as I can see. 

Mr. Scofield: I will ask Mr. Lyon: Will vou 
produce that tomorrow morning? 

Mr. Lyon: Have I got it? I don’t know. 

The Witness: I really don’t know where it is. 

Mr. Lyon: If I ean find it, it will be produced. 

XQ.251: (By Mr. Seofield): Do you know what 
the outside diameter of it was? 

A. No, I do not. 

XQ.252: But it was run, was it not? 

A. That is correct. 

XQ.253: In this cylinder, which was 6%.-inch 
inside diameter ? 

A. I haven’t testified that the cylinder 

XQ.254: You have not testified to that? 

A. No. Let me finish my answer. May I have 
the Petitioner’s exhibit? I have now before me 
Petitioner’s Exhibit XX, and the cylinder which we 
have [2642-180] referred to as ‘‘24’’ which is 
mounted on that stand, and has the sort of indefinite 
number ‘‘2A’’ down near the bottom of it was an 
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aluminum eylinder, and I don’t remember the 
diameter of that. I didn’t measure it at the time. 
I don’t know what the diameter of that cylinder 
was. 

XQ.255: Do you recall testifying 

A. This is another one of these cylinders. You 
remember the eylnder upstairs was marked 
‘4’? and the cylinder before us in Petitioner’s 
Exhibit XX was one of the four. I don’t remember 
which number it was, nor do I remember its diam- 
eter. I didn’t measure it. 

XQ.256: Do you remember testifying with ref- 
erence to any test that was made on this particular 
scratcher in this cylinder ? A. Yes, I do. 

XQ.257: In view of that testimony it becomes 
doubly important that we have that seratcher and 
the diameter of this cylinder. 

A. If we can locate the seratcher. I haven’t— 
I don’t know as I have seen it since September, 
and Ji will try to locate it, and if I do, 1 will 
certainly bring it in, and J will measure the cvlinder, 
but tomorrow morning, I don’t think I will have 
time to measure the eylinder by tomorrow morn- 
ing. [2642-181] 

XQ.258: Well, as soon as you ean. 

A. All right, I will be glad to. 

XQ.259: We are referring you, if you will, to 
Petitioner’s Exhibit YY. A. What is that? 

XQ.260: That is the larger type. 

A. Mr. Seofield, 1 now have Petitioner’s Ex- 
hibit YY. 
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XQ.261: Was that scratcher offered here ? 

A. I don’t believe so. I don’t remember seeing 
it here. 

XQ.262: What became of that? 

A. Idon’t know. I haven’t seen it. I don’t believe 
I have seen it since September 27th. 

XQ.263: It is not that one that was in court that 
JI brought ? A. That is the one you brought. 

XQ.264: That is Exhibit 2? 

A. And it is similiar except that it is not the 
same color. It is similiar to Applicant’s Exhibit 2. 

X(@.265: That was not produced here? 

A. No. 

XQ.266: Was that 

A. As far as I know. 

XQ.267: Was that cylinder produced [2642-182] 
here? A. Yes. 

XQ.268: Do you know the outside diameter of 
that scratcher? AS [edosnor 

XQ@.269: Will you produce it so that we can 
measure it? 

A. If I ean find it, I will, I will be glad to. 

XQ.270: Do you have any recollection as to how 
much larger the outside diameter of the scratcher 
was with relation to the inside diameter of the 
cylinder? 

A. I would have—I would have to guess at it. 

XQ.271: Do you want to give a guess on that? 

A. I would rather not. I would rather produce 
it and measure it. 

XQ.272: Does this photograph give any indica- 
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tion to you? A. No. 

XQ.273: It does not? A. No. 

XQ.274: You don’t think these photographs are 
accurate enough for that? 

A. Well, it is not a question of being accurate 
enough. There are many things about photographs 
that is not well to try to measure it. I will be glad 
to try and produce it, and also we know the diameter 
of [2642-183] the cylinder was 9%, and if we know 
the exact measurements then we won’t have to guess 
about it. 

XQ.275: Won’t you put a straight edge along 
this cylinder, the upright outside wall of the evlin- 
dex and see how much it misses the ends of the 
scratcher wires ? 

A. That is exactly the reason you should not 
try to measure a photograph, because I know the 
scratcher fit closely into the cylinder, and I know 
the outside diameter of the scratcher was larger 
than the internal bore of the cylinder. How 
much 

XQ.276: You wouldn’t want to say how much 
larger? A. No use guessing at it. 

XQ.277: And you cannot get any idea from lay- 
ing a straight edge along there? 

A. TI think it would only be confusing. 

XQ.278: But you are going to try to find that, 
and bring it in so that it can be offered, and you are 


going to get the smaller one, if it can be found, and 
bring that in? 
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A. We will make every effort to locate it, and 
if we find it, we will certainly bring it in. 

XQ.279: ‘That is all I can ask of you. 

A. I may be able to do that by tomorrow morn- 
ing, but we can certainly: 

XQ.280: You can come back on Monday and 
bring it [2642-184] in? 

A. It looks like I am going to have to. 

XQ.281: You might have to, who knows? You 
do know, however, the inside diameter of the evlin- 
der shown in Exhibit YY, don’t you? 

A. Yes, I gave you that this morning. 


XQ.282: What was that size? AD OG. 

XQ.283: That was 9%? A, Yes. 

XQ.284: And there was a 514-inch scratcher run 
in that? A. That is correct. 


XQ.285: But you don’t know the outside diam- 
eter, that is, you don’t know the diameter of this 
particular scratcher ? A. That is correct. 

AXQ.286: Was your father an expert patent 
witness ? 

A. Yes, that is, part of his life he was. The latter 
part of his life he was active in quite a number of 
eases, and he and I were in partnership together for 
a number of vears. 

XQ.287: Did he ever caution you at all about 
testifying? 

A. I don’t know; m what regard do [2642-185] 
you mean? 

XQ.288: I just wondered if he ever had given 
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you any precautionary suggestions with reference tc 
your testimony given in these lawsuits or not. 

A. Not that I can remember. We used to talk 
over our various cases quite a good deal together 
He would take certain cases and I would take certair 
other cases, and sometimes we would both be in. 
volved in the same case, and naturally we discussec 
them back and forth extensively. 

XQ.289: Did he ever caution you with respec 
to proofs to establish a desired result and true 
factual proofs? 

Mr. Lyon: I certainly object to the question or 
the ground that I don’t know what it means. 

XQ.290: (By Mr. Seofield): Did he ever cau- 
tion you about that? 

A. Iam afraid I don’t know what you are talk. 
ing about. 

XQ.291: You don’t understand it? A. No 

XQ.292: I wonder if you won’t make a diagrar 
for me? You have offered, or there has been offered 
in evidence on behalf of the Petitioner here some 
photographs showing the top views of the scratchers 
that were made by Adams-Campbell to simulate the 
Acme [2642-186] scratcher, and I call your particu- 
lar attention to Exhibit FF. 

Mr. Lyon: I object to the statement as a mis- 
quotation of the record. We again caution counsel 
if at any time he intends to use any of his statements 
and imply that the witness agreed with them, that 
it will be necessary for him to get an agreement. 
a specific agreement of the witness as to his state- 
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ment. His ability to misquote and to formulate 
words to his own liking makes this necessary. 

Mr. Scofield: I am sure that the witness will be 
eared for by his own counsel here. 

XQ.293: You have before you Petitioner’s Ex- 
hibit FF? we Ido 

XQ.294: Let me give you a sheet of paper or a 
block of paper here. Do you have a compass with 
you? A. No, sir, I do not. [2642-187] 


* % * 


XQ.299: I think it will be easier from the point 
end. That is your own choice, and I don’t care 
whether the diameter is exact, Just make it as close 
as you can. This is going to be just as good a dia- 
eram as we can make, and not perhaps as good as 
some expert draftsman could make it. 

Mr. Lyon: Of course, it is either going to be 

XQ.300: (By Mr. Scofield): Make the print 
over to the right-hand side, so that we can get an- 
other circle on there, make two at the same time, 
side by side, and make them as dark as vou can so 
that thev will photostat. A. LThave two circles. 

XQ.301: Make a collar thickness for that to 
make it appear it has some thickness of the collar. 

A. I think those are dark enough, don’t you, 
Mr. Scofield ? 

XQ.302: Yes, that is all mght. Now, in the left- 
hand, we will call those collars, in the [2642-188] 
left-hand collar would you draw a dotted line dia- 


metrically through the circles and make a dotted 
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line, because it is of little effect—no, make it ver. 
tical. A. Through each of them? 

XQ.308: Yes, I think you might just as well 
Now, through the left-hand collar again indicate ¢ 
a perforation so as to show where one of those coi. 
springs comes through these, so that the coil spring 
would pass through the vertical line that you have 
It would be the axis for the coil, that is, the vertical 
line would be the axis for the coil. 

A. We have not shown the thickness of the wall 

XQ.304: You might just do that in that location 
in free-hand, if you care to. 

A. It is a little heavier then. 

Mr. Lyon: A lot heavier. 

The Witness: <A lot heavier. 

XQ.305: (By Mr. Scofield): Just indicate one 
of the perforations at the vertical line. 

A. I have done so, with the dotted lines as you 
suggest. 

XQ.306: That is all right. You have indicated on 
your direct examination that there were four whorls 
or convolutions in each of these coil springs, and 
that is [2642-189] satisfactory to me, so won’t you 
put in just four of those convolutions in the location 
where that perforation is through the collar? 

A. I may not have those just right, but they are 
roughly. 

XQ.307: That is doing better than I can do. 

A. That is a little bit out of proportion. I hope 
you will appreciate that. 

XQ.308: Put before you this photograph FF, 
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and as I look down on that collar with one of these 
eoils located in about that position, I find that two 
seratchers seem to come out of the same coil. What 
is that optical illusion due to? 

A. One is the upper wire and the other is the 
lower wire. There are two wires vertically spaced. 

XQ.309: That was my understanding of it, and 
I notice that those two wires that are vertically 
spaced in the manner you have explained come off 
of the collar at a different angle, do they not? 

A. Well, I don’t think they come off at a differ- 
ent angle. 

XQ.310: They appear to from the photograph. 

A. They appear to. 

XQ.311: Yes, what is that due to? 

A. That is due to the displacement of [2642-190] 
the lower holes around the periphery of the cylinder 
with relation to the holes of the upper holes; that 
is, they are in staggered relation. 

XQ@.312: I thought you said 

A. I ean point out here an upper row of holes 
that are positioned around the upper edge of the 
periphery, and the lower row of holes are staggered 
with relation to the upper row of holes. 

XQ.313: Does the angularity of the wires up- 
wardly and downwardly have anything to do with 
that? A. Have anything to do with what? 

XQ.314: To do with this illusion that you have 
that they are at different angles to the collar? 

A. Well 

XQ.315: Do you understand what I mean? 
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A. Yes, but I don’t agree with you that there is 
any optical illusion. It appears to me you e¢an see 
the upper row ones and the lower row ones from a 
different point on the collar, so that they are all of 
the same angle with relation to the collar, the upper 
row and the lower row. 

XQ.316: It is a fact, is it not, that there appears 
to extend from each one of those coils two wires? 

A. No, I do not think so. 

XQ.317: Don’t you get that effect [2642-191] 
from looking down at or on looking at Exhibit FF? 

A. No. 

Mr. Lyon: The witness has already answered the 
question. He said he did not. 

The Witness: No, I did not. I can clearly see 
the upper and the lower wires are below them. 

XQ.318: (By Mr. Scofield): Certainly the 
wires are at a different angle, are they not? 

A. No, they are not at a different angle. They 
are the same angle with relation to their divergence 
from the periphery of the collar or body portion. 

AQ@.319: Now, svon’t you drawe right at jor 
through the top of this left-hand collar that you have 
drawn on the paper you have before you a tangen- 
tial line which is at right angles to the vertical 
dotted line so that it intersects the top of the 
collar—no, a tangential line? 

A. lI amgoing to get it, if I can. 

Mr. Lyon: I would like to have a definition of 
the word ‘‘tangential’’ as used by counsel. Until 
he does give it I am going to have to instruct the 
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witness not to answer the question, because counsel 
has argued three different definitions for the word. 

XQ.320: (By Mr. Scofield): Do you under- 
stand what a tangent to a circle is? [2642-192] 

A. I know what a tangent to a circle is, but I 
don’t know what you have defined as a tangent to 
a circle. 

XQ.321: Can you draw a tangential line to the 
top of that upper circle, the outer circle, which is 
at right angles to the vertical line you have drawn 
there ? A. Yes. 

Mr. Lyon: The witness obviously cannot do any 
such thing until you define what you mean by 
‘‘tangent.”’ 

XQ.322: (By Mr. Scofield): Oh, yes, the wit- 
ness can. He said he could. 

Mr. Lyon: You have argued three different defi- 
nitions for the word already. Which one are vou 
adopting in this question ? 

XQ.323: (By Mr. Scofield): Iam not adopting 
any definition for ‘‘tangent’’ here. [ am asking him 
merely to draw a certain tangent, and he says he can. 

Mr. Lyon: He can draw what he understands to 
be a tangent. 

Mr. Scofield: That is all I want him to do. 

Mr. Lyon: But that is not what you will argue 
it is. Which definition are you using? 

Mr. Scofield: J am just using the definition as it 
appears in the dictionary. 

Mr. Lyon: That would be satisfactory [2642-193] 
if that is the definition you are adopting. 
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Mr. Scofield: That is the definition. 

The Witness: Well, I will draw the definition as 
applied in geometry to the word ‘“‘tangent.”’ 

XQ.324: (By Mr. Scofield): You mean you 
will draw the tangent I have defined ? A. Yes 

XQ.325: Draw it in a dotted line, please. 

A. All right. That is as close as I can get to it, 
with the tools I have to work with. 

XQ.326: I admit you are working under diffi- 
eulty, but I think you are doing a good job. Now, can 
vou draw in the wire which extends from that coil 
at the angle which it appears in the photograph? 

Mr. Lyon: Photograph or model, Mr. Doble? 1 
think he can get further with that than with this 
picture. 

AQ.327: (By Mr Scofield): Would a protiag, 
tor help you at all? 

A. I don’t know. That is roughly as I view the 
wire extending from the coil spring which we had 
previously drawn. 

XQ.328: You have drawn in the wire somewhat 
below the tangential line ? A. That is correct. 

Mr. Lyon: ‘‘Somewhat below’? in [2642-194] 
what relation ? 

Mr. Seofield: It ean only be below in relation to 
the drawing that he has made. 

Mr. Lyon: The drawing has no top or bottom to 
it at the present time. 

Mv. Seofield: I said it was below the tangential 
line. 

XQ.329: The top is, of course, the upper parm 
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of the sheet, is it not? A. Yes. 

Mr. Lyon: Just draw on the sheet what you 
mean, ‘‘top.”’ 

The Witness: I will put ‘‘top”’ here and ‘‘bot- 
tom’’ down here, and I might state the angle which 
I will mark ‘‘A’’ is less than 90 degrees. 

XQ.330: (By Mr. Scofield): And it is your 
belief from this photograph taken above that the 
wires which extend from the coils of that collar 
shown in Exhibit FF extend below a tangential line? 

A. That is as I view it. 

XQ.331: That is as you view it? A. Yes. 

XQ.332: That is shown from the photograph 
you were looking at, Exhibit GG? 

A. For the moment [ am looking at Exhibit GG. 

XQ.333: Now, is that the same [2642-195 ] 

A. It is the same 314-inch Acme type seratcher, 
but the view is taken so as to bring the center of the 
camera as near as possible over one portion of the 
periphery of the body portion, so that you can get a 
little more correct viewing of the angle of the wire 
with relation to the 

XQ.334: How does it appear to you? 

A. It appears to have even—an angle even less 
than the one I have shown; in other words, the 
angle ‘*A’’ would be less than the angle ‘‘A*’ which 
I have shown on my sketch. 

XQ.335: Look at the sketch itself, as Mr. Lyon 
has suggested and see what vou think of the wire 
that you have drawn here, whether it is an accurate 


reproduction of the actual device. 
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Mr. Lyon: The wire is presently the same, Mr. 
Scofield. 

Mr. Scofield: Don’t instruct him. 

Mr. Lyon: Iam not instructing him. 

Mr. Scofield: Just let him answer his own ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Lyon: I am not instructing the witness in 
any way. 

Mr. Scofield: Don’t answer for him. 

Mr. Lyon: I am not answering for him. 

The Witness: I would say that in most cases 
the [2642-196] wires on the actual model, that is, 
on Petitioner’s Exhibit HH for identification, has 
an angle ‘‘A’’ of less than 90 degrees; in fact, it 
is less than that which I have depicted on the sketch 
which you have before you. 

XQ.336: (By Mr. Seofield): Now, will you 

Mr. Lyon: In making that answer, Mr. Doble, 
were you judging solely by eye? A. Yes, sir. 

XQ.337: (By Mr. Scofield): Will you now des- 
ignate the double ring as ‘‘collar’’ and the four con- 


volutions as a ‘‘eoil’’? 

A. Iwill put ‘‘eoil springs.”’ 

XQ.338: ‘Coil springs’’? All right, and the wire 
as a ‘‘wire.’’ 

A. I have put little cross-section marks on the 
wire so that it ean be better identified, and also 
labeled the wire with a lead line and an arrowhead 
on the end of the lead line. 

XQ.339: Won’t you identify also this partic- 
ular drawing for the record as ‘‘Doble-Acme’’? 
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A. I had better put ‘‘314-inch Acme,’’ shouldn’t 
I? 

XQ.340: <All right. Now, will you move over to 
the right-hand diagram and again designate that as 
etop° and ‘‘bottom,’’ so that we won’t have 
difficulty about that, [2642-197] and won’t you put 
before vou, I will get them for you—first, maybe it 
would be well for us to identify here or list at the 
side of the ‘‘Doble-Acme’’ drawing the scratchers 
or the exhibits that correspond to this particular 
drawing you have made. Maybe I can help you with 
that. 

Mr. Lyon: I would like to know what you mean 
by ‘‘correspond.”’ 

XQ.341: (By Mr. Scofield): Well, you made a 
34-inch seratcher of that sort, did you not, Mr. 
Doble? A. Yes: 

XQ.342: And that is shown in Exhibit DD? 

A. You are referring to the drawing first? 

XQ.343: The photographs. 

A. I mean the photographs, yes. 


XQ.344: That is Exhibit DD? A. Yes. 

XQ.3845: And the same thing would be true of 
Exhibit FF? A. That is true. 

).346: And. GG? A. Thatos correct. 


XQ.347: The same is true of JJ? 

A. 1 don’t think so. 

XQ.348: We have that scratcher here, haven’t 
we ? [2642-198] 

A. Yes, we have it here. It should be CC. 

msQ:3419: G@, 314 
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A. They are all—these are all 31-inch. 

XQ.350: What is this one? 

A. That is the 514, 

XQ.351: That is made the same as this except 
it is a larger diameter, is it not? A. Which? 

XQ.352: This one here. 

A. I didn’t put that one down. I put CC down. 

NO 532) Vou put “CC”? A. I put “CC.] 

XQ.354: But I say this seratcher shown in Peti- 
tioner’s JJ is the same design as that, is it not, in 
so far as the wires are concerned, except it Is a 
larger size? A. Generally that is correct. 

XQ.355: Then let us just number that and put 
the size of it 

A. Suppose I put ‘'314” above this list? 

XQ.356: Just draw a line out from the ‘‘CC”’ and 
put “314.” 

A. Those are all 314 I have down there so far. 
Suppose I put ‘‘314”’ in that column, and then we 
have JJ, which is 514, I will put that in a [2642-199] 
different column. 

XQ.357: That is all right. That is better than 
what I suggested. Now, the actual scratcher, the 
31,4-inch scratcher is here, 1s it not? A. Yes. 

XQ.358: Just put that exhibit under the 31,4- 
inch column, and the 514-1inch seratcher is here? 

A) mille: 1S; 

XQ.359: So let’s put that down. 

A. And it is AA; all right. 

XQ.360: Now, put before you, if you will, the 
advertising. [ think maybe the blown-up exhibit 
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would probably be more illuminating, be more 
easily seen. 

A. Pardon me just a minute. All right. 

XQ.361: You have before you this blown-up 
advertising sheet which has been offered as Exhibit 
Z-1, have you not? ieeeves. cir. 

XQ.362: The coil springs shown in that partie- 
ular exhibit, are they arranged in the same fashion 
as shown in the ‘‘ Doble-Acme’”’ exhibit ? 

A. Yes, they are. 

XQ.363: Is it your belief that the coil springs in 
Exhibit Z-1 are radial, the axis of those coil 
springs extend or coincide with the radius of that 
collar? [2642-200] 

A. No, all of them do not appear to be. 

XQ.364: About how much 

A. Some of them look like they might be, but, as 
I say, it is difficult to tell from a photograph of this 
nature. 

XQ.365: How much do you think they are 
canted? A. I wouldn’t want to hazard a guess. 

XQ.366: You put a straight edge on there and 
do the best you can, because you made these, of 


course, fiom this. 

A. Partially from that and partially from the 
deseription. 

XQ.3867: Did it say anything in the description 
about a canting of those coil springs from the radial 
line? om No, 1tedid not: 

XQ.368: It did not? A. No. 
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XQ.369: You understand you are now putting 
yourself in the position when you were instructing 
this Adaims-Campbell man, and I want you to give 
your best guess as to how much those coil springs are 
eanted from a radial line. 

A. I just can’t tell you how much they are 
canted. [2642-201] 

XQ.370: We have got to work it out between us. 

A. QO.K., I don’t know that all of them are. 
For example, the one I am now pointing to, which is 
down in the lower, I will sav right of center, looks 
like it is directly projecting through the hole. 

My. Lyon: So that there will be no question 
about it, just mark that on the Exhibit Z-1. 

The Witness: I will mark it 

XQ.371: (By Mr. Scofield): With the letter 
Oe 

ye with the letter ‘‘X.’’ That will be good. 

XQ.372: Look at the one directly above that in 


the upper row that looks like it is eanted at about 


90-degree angle. 

A. I would sav a 90-degree. It is certainly 
canted, that is, as far as 

XQ.873: Doesn't it look like it is about a 90-de- 
eree angle from the line? 

BH. No, I don’t thitk so. 

XQ.374: You don’t think it is? 

A. No, you can’t see enough of the spring really 
to tell. It didn’t all come out in the photograph. 


I could not tell. That would not be 90 degrees, I 
know, and you take the springs up in the upper part 


Kenneth A. Wright, etc. 2095 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 

of the illustration, and they are certainly not 90 de- 
srees to the axis through the scratcher, scratcher 
oody. [2642-202 ] 

XQ.375: <Are they a 30-degree angle? 

A. They are—they appear to be all different 
ungles, and some of them appear to be almost 
straight. 

XQ.376: You know they are at an angle, don’t 
Tou? 

A. JI would say the majority of them are at an 
ingle. 

XQ.377: You did not take that into considera- 
ion at all when you made these exhibits, did you? 

A. I didn’t express it just that way, but you will 
ybserve a number of these have a slight cant or 
ingle, or whatever you eall it, that is, referring to 
etitioner’s Exhibit for identification HH. 

XQ.378: Won’t you just make an opening in 
he upper part of the second collar and put in a 
oil spring there at an angle, the best guess that vou 
an make from that description, 30 degrees, 60 de- 
rees, 90 degrees, or whatever you will? 

Mr. Lyon: That isn’t possible to do, because the 
vitness has pointed out they vary from zero maybe 
n up. 

Mr. Scofield: That is all right. He made these 
eratchers from that advertising sheet, and I want 
im now to put in the coil spring as it appears to 
im from this advertising sheet. 

The Witness: Well, I would suggest that we 
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put in [2642-203] two springs to cover the range, 
you might say. 

XQ.379: (By Mr. Scofield): That is all right 
Put in two springs. 

A. Suppose I put one spring at the top and an- 
other spring at the bottom? Is that all right, Mr. 
Scofield? 

XQ.380: That is all right, do as you see fit. 

A. Iam not the best when it comes to art work, 
but I will do the best I ean. 

XQ.381: Off the record, won’t you cant that one 
above 

Mr. Lyon: We will have the whole statement on 


the record. 

XQ.382: (By Mr. Seofield): Won’t you cant 
the upper one in the other direction, so that the wire 
will extend in the same direction as the previous 
drawing on the ‘‘Doble-Acme’’? A. Yes. 

XQ.383: Now, in the lower coil you have not 
indicated it is canted at all, have you? 

A. That is right. It might be a speck, but not 
very much. 

XQ.384: And why didn’t vou cant that one? 

A. Because I believe that some of them down 
below and up above don’t appear to be canted, 
although [2642-204] they might be. 

4AQ.385: I would like to have you mark 

A. JI have marked the one down below that 


certainly 
XQ.386: that does not look like it is eanted ? 
A. That's right. 
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XQ.387: I would like to have you draw a lead 
line to all of those that you don’t think are canted, 
and mark them with the letter ‘‘X.”’ 

A. That is difficult to do, because you have got 
a perspective here in going around in a circle, and 
that is why it is hard to tell the cant and not the 
eant, because it is like taking this scratcher, and vou 
get a distorted view of it. They look like they are 
eanted, but they really aren’t canted very much. 
Some of them are canted a little bit, so J don’t think 
you can do that. 1 don’t think what you are trving to 
get at is the true situation here. In other words, 
looking at Petitioner's Exhibit for identification 
HH, the coils certainly look like they are canted. 


They are not canted very much, and those 

XQ.388: I think you are perfectly right, and we 
will certainly try to get at the true situation. 

A. That is true. 

XQ.389: Now, you have indicated that the one 
you [2642-205] have marked ‘‘X’’ does not appear 
to you to be canted. A. That is correct. 

XQ.390: Are there any others that do not appear 
to be canted in that whole seratcher? 

A. Well, I would say that whole row up above 
do not appear to be eanted, just very difficult to 
tell, on account of the perspective view. 

XQ.391: <All right. I want you to mark each one 
| with the letter ‘“X.” 

A. These are the ones that are 


Mr. Lyon: All you are marking ‘‘X”’ are not 
eanted. 
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The Witness: You can’t tell whether they are 
eanted or not. 

XQ.392: (By My. Scofield): Don’t mark them. 
I only want you to mark those that you think are 
not canted with the letter “X”’ 

A. I will have to mark all of them. 

XQ.393: What I am asking you, contained here 
in this question, is to mark on this Exhibit Z-1 all 
of the springs, all of the coil springs that appear 
to you not to be canted. 

A. I started out to do that, and I marked prac- 
tically all of them. 

XQ.394: And then you said you didn’t think 
you could tell. [2642-206] 

A. You can’t tell exactly. 

XQ.395: Don’t mark them. 

Mr. Lyon: You said the ones that appear to him, 
and then you tell him not to mark it. Which do you 
want? 

Mr. Scofield: JI don’t want him to mark any of 
them unless he thinks they appear not to be canted. 

Mr. Lyon: He started to mark them that way, 
and you told him not to. 

Mr. Scofield: All right, I don’t want him to 
mark any that appear to be canted. 

The Witness: Well, I am gomg to mark with 
“*X’s’’ those that appear to be canted. 

Mr. Lyon: Not eanted. 

The Witness: Not canted, excuse me. After 
viewing the exhibit, Petitioner’s Exhibit AA for 
identification, I would say that 
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Mr. Scofield: Now, just a minute. It will be 
noted that the witness has picked up and has viewed 
Exhibit AA, which is 

Mr. Lyon: The witness just stated he did. 

My. Scofield: which is a physical exhibit of 
a scratcher that was made under his direction by 
Adams-Campbell, and he is now proceeding to 
mark the Exhibit Z-1 

Mr. Lyon: No, he is not. [2642-207] 

Mr. Scofield: with the letter ‘‘X’’ where 
the springs appear to him not to be canted. 

Mr. Lyon: No, he is not. He is not doing a 
single thing at the present time. 

The Witness: J don’t know what you want me 
to do now. What is the situation? 

XQ.396: (By Mr. Scofield): What I want you 
to do is this: I want vou to mark the springs in 
Exhibit Z-1 which do not appear to you to be canted 
by the letter ‘*X.’’ 

A. I started out to do that. 

XQ.397: All right, go ahead and do it. 

A. Well, I will say this, that many of them I 
ean’t tell because the photograph is not too clear. 

Mr. Scofield: I move that be stricken as a volun- 
teer statement. 

XQ@.398: All I ask vou to do is mark with the 
letter *‘X”’ the 

Mr. Lyon: The witness is entitled to explain. 

XQ.399: (By Mr. Scofield): 
are not canted. 


the ones that 
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Mr. Lyon: The witness is entitled to explain his 
answer. 

Mr. Scofield: And I am also privileged to move 
to strike. 

The Witness: As I say, that is very difficult 
to [2642-208] do, My. Scofield, because of the charac- 
ter of the photograph. I have probably done the best 
I can under the circumstances. 

XQ.400: (By Mr. Scofield): Now, will you 
mark those coils in Exhibit Z-1, which appear to 
you to be canted, with the letter ‘‘Y.’’ You have 
done so? 

A. Ihave done so, to some of them that appear 
on the front face of the scratcher body, yes. 

XQ.401: Will you count the number that you 
have marked with the letter ‘‘X’’? 

A. Fourteen. 

XQ.402: Will you count those that you have 
marked with the letter ‘‘Y’’? 

A. Well, at the present time I only have five 
of them, but—I don’t know, I could inelude maybe 
a couple more. I am a little doubtful about them, 
but I now have seven. 

XQ.403: In these interviews that you had during 
the making of these scratchers corresponding to 
Exhibit Z-1, did you mention to Mr. Kipper, Jr. 

A. Stewart Kipper. 

XQ).404: 
eoil springs did not appear to lie along a radial line? 

A. No, I did not. I told him the coil springs were 
to be placed as closely as he could place [2642-209] 


Stewart Kipper, that some of these 
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them, as illustrated in the illustration of Petitioner’s 
Exhibit Z-1. 
XQ.405: And he did so 
XQ.406: in preparing the 
A. That is correct, he did so in preparing the 
two exhibits, Petitioner’s Exhibit AA and Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit HH, both for identification. 
XQ.407: Was there ever any discussion during 
any of these meetings which you had with Stewart 
Kipper about the location or about the positioning of 


A. He did so. 


these coil springs with reference to their axis, and 
how they are laid with reference to the axis of the 
collar? 

A. Ihave already answered that question. 

XQ.408: And your answer is there was no dis- 
cussion ? 

A. I told him to make the scratcher exactly like 
as Shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit Z-1. 

XQ.409: But that does not quite answer the 
question. What I want to know is whether there was 
a discussion about the position of those coil springs ? 

A. No, I don’t believe there was anv partic- 
ular 

XQ.410: You left it to him? 

A. I left it to him. 

XQ.411: You left it to him? [2642-210] 

A. And he had the illustratiion before him and 
he made it, and that is the way he made it. 

XQ.412: How do the wires extend in Exhibit 
AA with respect to the axis of those coils? 

A. In what way do you mean? 
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XQ.413: How do they extend with relation to 
the axis of the coils, how do the wires extend? 

A. At an angular relation to the axis of the 
seratcher body. 

XQ.414: No, but I am asking my question as 
to how those wires extend with respect to the axis 
of the coil? 

A. They extend outwardly from the axis of the 
eoil. 

XQ.415: Yes, at about what angle? 

A. From what? 

XQ.416: From the axis of the coil they extend at 
a right angle or normal to the axis of the coil, or do 
they extend at some other angle? 

A. Well, they extend fairly close to at right 
angles to the axis of the coil, the axis of the coil. 

XQ.417: Do you want to look at that again? 

A. No. The axis of the coil is not determined by 
each loop, because each loop of the coil is at an 


angle 
XQ.418: That is right. [2642-211] 
A. with relation to its axis, and therefore, 


if you look at the axis, or trv to look at the axis 
independently of the angle of each loop of the coil, 
IT would say that the wires come out substantially 
at right angles to that axis. 

XQ.419: You have not drawn that so in your 
‘Doble-Acme”’ drawing, have you? 

A. Substantially so. It is within a few degrees. 

XQ.420: You drew it below, didn’t you? 

A. Yes, I drew it below, but possibly I shouldn’t 
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have drawn the coil on the axis. I drew it that way 
because you asked me to. 

KQ 421: No, I did not ask you to. 

A. Yes, you did. That is the way you told me 
to place the coil, the axis of the coil on the axis of 
the scratcher. 

XQ.422: I told you to do that? 

m. Yes, that 1s not the way all of these are. 
Some of these are inclined slightly, and in fact, most 
of them are. 

XQ.423: But we are getting away from the ques- 
tion of the axis 

A. I had better correct the drawing a little 
bit. [2642-212] 

XQ.424: Ithink so. Why don’t vou just erase it ? 

Mr. Lyon: No, no. 

The Witness: I could draw another one down 
below. 

XQ.425: (By Mr. Seofield): Yes. I want to 
indicate then that is not how it extends. 

Mr. Lyon: Not how what extends? 

The Witness: Yes, what extends? 

XQ.426: (By Mr. Scofield): How the wire ex- 
tends from the coil. 

A. Yes, sir, it is the way the wire extends from 
the eoil. 

XQ.427: I thought in your previous answer you 
said that the wire appeared to extend at right angles 
to the axis of the coil. A. Yes. 

XQ.428: You have not drawn it so, have you? 

A. Not quite. 


2104 Jessel ea all etcn ws: 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 

XQ.429: I want you to draw it that way. 

A. That is what I will do here. 

XQ.480: Here is an eraser. 

A. JI am not going to erase, I am drawing it 
down below, so that we will have both views. Now, 
I have drawn the coil spring for the wire in the 
lower half portion of the sketch marked ‘‘ Doble 
3144 Acme,”’ and I have placed the spring coil at a 
slight inelination [2642-213] from the extended di- 
ameter or from the diameter of the scratcher body 
portion, and have extended the wire from the outer 
end of that coil. 

Mr. Lyon: Will you mark that line you have 
indicated as the coil axis as ‘‘coil axis’’ on this 
new sketch? 

The Witness: Yes, sir, I have done so. 

Mr. Lyon: That is on the sketch that vou have 
been previously drawing? 

The Witness: ‘That I have just finished drawing, 
yes, and I will mark the wire ‘‘wire’’ like I did above. 

XQ.481: (By Mr. Seofield): I would like to 
have you lay the Exhibit AA on the table before vou 
so that it will be in a position similiar to that it was 
placed when the photograph was taken. 

My. Lyon: Which photograph? 

Mr. Seofield: Exhibit—do you reeall the exhibit 2 

The Witness: No, I don’t. 

Mr. Lyon: Which photograph are vou talking 
about ? 

The Witness: You have them there. 
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XQ.432: (By Mr. Scofield): You want the 
dYp 

A. You handed me a 514 scratcher, so that I 
should have the 514 picture. 

XQ.433: (By My. Scofield): Is it in evidence, a 
photograph of the 514? 

My. Lyon: Yes, you had one a minute ago look- 
ing [2642-214] from above. 

The Witness: We have a number of them look- 
ing from above, M1. Scofield. 

XQ.434: (By Mr. Scofield): The 514? 

A. Yes, we have one in the ring, for example. 

XQ.435: How about this? 

A. That is the 514 in the ring. 

Mr. Lyon: What exhibit is that? 

Pemitis Exhibit V. 

XQ.486: (By Mr. Scofield): Now, have you 
placed that scratcher 

Mr. Lyon: Better put it in the ring. 

XQ.4387: (By Mr. Scofield) : Exhibit AA 
in the position that it is shown in Exhibit V? 

A. No, I have not. 

XQ.4388: Would you do so? 

Mr. Lyon: Have you got it the right way, My. 
Doble, or is there any way to tell? 

The Witness: No, that is the right way. 

XQ.439: (By Me. Scofield): Well, in order to 
remove the ring from this, let us put it in the 
postion that it is in Exhibit W. 

A. All right. Now, I have Petitioner's Exhibit 
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AA in the position it appears to be in Petitioner’s 
Exhibit W. [2642-215] 

XQ.440: Then I want you to put your eye in the 
position of the camera lens as shown in Exhibit X. 

AT eees SIT. 

XQ.441: Now, are you looking down directly 
upon the upper or the lower edge of the collar? 

A. You are looking down on top of the upper 
edge of the collar. 

XQ.442: The upper? Will you put your finger 
on the lower edge? A. Oh 

Mr. Lyon: Which do you mean by ‘‘upper”’ 
and ‘‘lower’’? 

The Witness: I thought you meant the lower 


ring or upper ring. 

XQ.448: (By Mr. Seofield): Rotate this 

Mr. Lyon: You were correct. 

XQ.444: (By Mr. Scofield): Rotate the collar 
so that it will correspond with the drawing Exhibit 
X you have in your hand. 

Mr. Lyon: It is not a drawing. 

XQ.445: (By Mr. Scofield): Photograph. 

A. How do you want to place it? 

XQ.446: Put it in the same position. 

A. As far as I am concerned it is in the same 
position. [2642-216] 

XQ.447: It is in the same position? 

A. Yes. 

XQ.448: And your eye, in order to be in the 
same position as the lens of the camera, is over the 
upper or lower edge, as I have pointed them out? 


Kenneth A. Wright, etc. 2107 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 

Mr. Lyon: That is not a correct proposition as 
to upper or lower. The upper ring and upper side 
of the ring is on top and the bottom side of the ring 
is down. The other is an angle to which there can 
be no upper and lower. Let us have the record 
co1rect. 

XQ.449: (By Mr. Scofield): You indicate, if 
you will, where your eye is supposed to be with ref- 
erence to the camera lens. 

A. My eye is supposed to be over the scratcher 
as shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit AA for identifica- 
tion, as near as possible over the, directly over the 
peripheral surface of the body portion of the 
scraper, to the lower and left, as the photograph is 
taken in Petitioner’s Exhibit X. 

XQ.450: Will you just mark on the edge of the 
collar the point that you have indicated? 

Mr. Lyon: What good will that be if the collar is 
rotated ? 

XQ.451: (By Mr. Scofield): Just indicate 
where the lens of the camera and your eye is to 
correspond with that. [2642-217] 

A. As far as this particular question is con- 
cerned ? 

XQ.452: That is right. 

A. Because as soon as you rotate or move my 
eye the place where I marked would just, of 
course 

XQ.453: That is all right. 

A. Let us sav right there. 
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XQ.454: You have marked it directly over one 
of the coil springs, have you not? 

A. Yes, I guess that would be about where it 
would be. That is where I have marked it, anyway. 

XQ.455: Will you indicate with the straight 
edge that I hand you how the axis of that particular 
coil spring extends? 

A. It seems to extend downwardly and at a 


slight angle, oh, 

Mr. Lyon: You cannot do it with a straight edge, 
can you? 

The Witness: No. Something about like that, I 
would say. Now, if that makes any sense in the 
record, I will be surprised. 

XQ.456: (By Mr. Scofield): And you have 
placed that so that the straight edge extends very 
nearly to diametrically across the ring, have you 
not? 

A. Well, that depends on what you [2642-218] 
define as ‘‘very closely.’’ It is considerably out from 
there, as I would see it. In other words, the spring 
is canted. 

XQ.457: In two directions ? 

A. In two directions, and also the axis of the 
spring points downwardly toward the table upon 
which the body portion of the scratcher is mounted. 

XQ.458: Now, will you take that straight edge 
and place it as close a position as you ean to a right 
angle with the axis of that coil ? A. Gosh 

XQ.459: Just get it the other way. 

A. Iwill have to get my eyes in the same place. 
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Mr. Lyon: Isn’t that what you just did? 
The Witness: No. Let me have the question. 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


XQ.460: (By Mr. Scofield): Put it on the op- 
posite side, so that you can see the coil. 

A. Then I can’t gage it very well. 

XQ.461: Gage it as best you can. 

Mr. Lyon: Can vou see the axis of the coil from 
where you are standing, Mr. Doble? 

A. No, it is pretty hard. 

XQ.462: (By Mr. Seofield): You can judge it, 
can’t you, Mr. Doble? [2642-219] 

A. I would judge this: That the wire sticking 
out is almost at right angles to that axis, if that 
is what you want to know, Mr. Scofield. 

463: “Wes, that. is what 1 want to do. I 
wanted you to indicate whether or not that wire was 
at a right angle to the axis or whether it was at a 
little greater or less than a right angle to the axis. 

A. Well, as best as I can guess it looks lke it 
is just a little bit greater than a right angle, taking 
in the near side of the wire to the axis of the 
spring. That would correspond to the same as the 
angle of—well, no, it wouldn't, either, but it is 
pretty close to right angles, but not quite, as I 
would judge it. 

XQ.464: Is it proper or accurate to say that 
these springs in the scratchers that were made by 
vou or were made for you by the Adams-Campbell 
people, Exhibit AA and Exhibit HH, that the 


2110 Jessen), Hallete., vs) 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 
springs extend substantially at right angles to the 
axis of the coil? 

Mr. Lyon: The springs? 

Mr. Scofield: Yes, the wires. 

Mr. Lyon: The springs extend substantially at 
right angles to the coil? 

The Witness: I don’t know what you mean. 

Mr. Scofield: Read the question. Maybe I did 
misstate it. [2642-220] 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


XQ.465: (By Mr. Scofield): Do you want me 
to rephrase it? A. I wish you would. 

Mr. Lyon: I would like to point out that the 
coils are formed of the same wire, so that let us not 
have any doubt in this matter. 

XQ.466: (By Mr. Scofield): We can agree, I 
guess, that the coils are formed in the wire, can’t 
we? 

Mr. Lyon: ‘The coils are formed in the wire, the 
coils are formed of the wire. 

Mr. Scofield: You can agree to that, you will 
stipulate that? 

Mr. Lyon: Yes, but you cannot say that the 
wires extend from the wire, and that is what you 
are saying. 

XQ.467: (By Mr. Scofield): Now, let me see if 
I can say it. Is it accurate to sav that the wires, 
the free ends of the wires, extend substantially at 
right angles to the axis of the coils in these partieu- 


lar seratchers 2 
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Mr. Lyon: ‘T'wo free ends. 

The Witness: I still don’t think you have got 
that right, Mr. Scofield. 

XQ.468: (By Mr. Scofield): I will try to re- 
phrase it if you don’t get it. 

A. I get it, but [2642-221] 

XQ.469: Is it accurate to say with respect to 


she seratchers made by Adams-Campbell that the 
free ends of the wires extend at right angles from 
she axis of the coils? 

Mr. Lyon: Define ‘‘free ends of the wires.’’ 

The Witness: And you don’t define what coils. 

XQ.470: (By Mr. Scofield): There is only 

Mr. Lyon: Fifty of them. 

XQ.471: (By Mr. Scofield): 
wire. 

A. Yes, but your question does not include the 
soil as part of the wire. It could be any coils. 

XQ.472: There are no other coils except the 
2011s that are in the wires here, are there? 

A. I know, but I would rather have your ques- 
tion definite, so that when I answer we won’t be 
in disagreement on it. 

XQ.473: I don’t want you to have any doubt 
mit. Is it accurate to say that the wires extend from 
the coils which are in each wire at right angles to 
the axis of the coils? 

A. Yes, I think I ean agree with that statement, 
substantially. You put it ‘‘substantially.’’ 

XQ.474: Yes. 

A. They all are not the same, they all vary a 


a coll in each 
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little bit; just generally I would say that were 
the [2642-222] case. 

XQ.475: Now, do you think that that is true 
with regard to the Exhibit Z-1? A. Yes, id@ 

XQ.476: <All right. Then let us draw an axis 
through that upper coil. 

A. What do you want me to do? 

XQ.477: I want you to draw an axis through 
that upper coil that you have shown on the right- 
hand side. A. I have drawn what 

XQ.478: Take the straight edge. 

A. No, I can do it free-hand. 

XQ.479: You took a straight edge on the other, 
you had better do it on this. ne OR 

XQ.480: You have drawn a dotted line in answer 
to the previons question, which is the axis of the 
upper coil, have you not? A. I have. 

Mr. Lyon: Better mark it. 

XQ.481: (By Mr. Scofield): Mark it ‘‘axis of 


coil.’’ Now, over on the other drawing here won’t 


you also mark the vertical line as the ‘‘axis of coil’? 

A. That was your axis. I don’t accept that. 

Mr. Seofield: All right. [2642-223] 

My. Lyon: You don’t aecept it as the axis of the 
coil, so why mark it? 

The Witness: [ will mark it ‘‘Scofield axis.” 

XQ.482: (By Mr. Seofield): You are not going 
to accept this drawing here as a drawing of the 
Exhibit AA? 

Mr. Lyon: No. 

The Witness: That was not what we drew. 
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XQ.483: (By Mr. Scofield): What? 

A. That wasn’t what we drew. 

XQ.484: Was not what you drew? A. “No. 

XQ.485: Then I want you to take another sheet 
yf paper and I want you to draw that for me; I 
hought we had identified these by exhibit numbers 
here, 

Mr. Lyon: This drawing obviously does not cor- 
‘espond to Exhibit AA. 

Mr. Scofield: JI don’t want any instruction. 

Mr. Lyon: It is not instruction at all. 

Mr. Scofield: I don’t want any instruction. I 
ust want him, if that is not what he drew for this 
articular 

Mr. Lyon: No, he did not. 

XQ.486: (By Mr. Scofield): Take another sheet 
ind start over. 

A. Gosh, can JI have about a_ five-minute 
recess? [2642-224] 

Mr. Lyon: What you drew, first, Mr. Doble 

Mr. Scofield: Don’t tell him what he drew first. 

Mr. Lyon: I am asking him a question. 

Mr. Scofield: Just ask him what he drew. 

Mr. Lyon: What did you draw first, what did 
you draw in the right-hand side? 

The Witness: The 514 Acme scratcher. 

Mr. Lyon: What is right. 

Mr. Scofield: That is right. 

Mr. Lyon: What he is asking you is: Is that a 
Ivawing of the 514 inch scratcher. 

Mr. Scofield: You do this on redirect examina- 
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tion, anything you want to ask on redirect, and go 
into it, but don’t interrupt, please. 

Mr. Lyon: I want to have the record clear, and 
prevent us from confusing it at any time. 

Mr. Scofield: But you do it on redirect exam- 
ination. 

Mr. Lyon: No, I won’t. I will do it when @ 
want to. 

Mr. Scofield: Don’t interrupt. 

Mr. Lyon: I certainly will. 

Mr. Scofield: Don’t interrupt. 

Mr. Lyon: I will correct any obvious error at 
the time. 

XQ. 487: (By Mr. Scofield): State, if vou will, 
what [2642-225] the drawing is on the left-hand side 
of the sheet. A. What the drawing is? 

XQ.488: Yes, what is that drawing? 

A. Well, it is a couple of circles with a couple 
of springs and a couple of lines. 

XQ.489: You don’t want to identify that as be- 
ing any one of the scratchers or as showing any of 
the seratcher wires in any of the exhibits that are 
here on the table? 

A. Yes, I have already identified it as in some 
respects the 314%4 inch Acme. 

XQ.490: And you have indicated that it is the 
**Doble-Aeme’’? ee Chet is might. 

XQ.491: And you have also marked in the upper 
right-hand corner certain exhibits, have you not? 

A. That is correct. 

XQ.492: What did you do that for? 
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A. Because you asked me to. 

XQ.493: Is that the only reason? 

Mr. Lyon: Yes. 

The Witness: Yes, I certainly wouldn’t have 
have done it if you hadn’t asked me to. 

Mr. Scofield: We will have to start all over. 

The Witness: Can I have a_ five-minute 
recess? [2642-226] 

Mr. Scofield: Sure. 


(A short recess was taken.) 


The Witness: I am not a very good artist or 
free-hand draftsman, and I hesitate to make draw- 
ings because I realize they are not accurate and they 
night give a misconception of what the actual struc- 
ures here show. 

XQ.494: (By Mr. Scofield): Yes, but of course, 
you did not have an accurate drawing to go by to 
make these devices, did vou? 

A. None of the devices would be accurate, I 


mean they all vary, every one of them, so that 

XQ.495: But the photograph which you handed 
to Stewart Kipper was at best very rough, was 
it not ? 

A. It wasn’t too good, no. It was very difficult 
fo work from, I will agree. 

XQ.496: Are the drawings you are making as 
rood as the photographs or not, or as good as the 


photograph Exe NO, 
NX Q).497 : Exhibit Z-1? 


A. I wouldn’t say they were. I would rather 
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rely on Exhibit Z-1 and on the structures. We have 
got the structures here, we have got the photograph, 
but I don’t think my sketch can add anything to it. 

XQ.498: We have here the actual device that 
was produced [2642-227] 

A. That is correct. 

XQ.499: and what I want you to do is to 
make a drawing of this Exhibit AA, or the smaller 
size probably would be easier. to get on the paper, 
the 314 inch, which is Exhibit HH, showing the loca- 


tion and positioning of the one scratcher. 

A. Well, I can’t do that. 

XQ.500: One scratcher wire. 

A. TI can’t do that very well, Mr. Scofield, be- 
cause no two of these coils are exactly alike, if I 
draw one, and it is different from the others. I 
hesitate to do that, because I can’t see that it can 
be of any material value to the Patent Office or to 
you or to anyone else. An accurate sketch that I 
might make wouldn’t be representative of but one, 
with many around here, thirty-six different points. 
They are all different. How am I going to make a 
sketch showing thirty-six different 

XQ.501: Your answer is you don’t think you 
ean make one? 

A. I don’t think I could make one that would 
do the Patent Office any good. I can draw a line for 
you, but I don’t think they would be worth anything 
to the Patent Office or to you. 

XQ.502: %In other words, you don’t think you 
ean [2642-228] make one? 
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fee That is right, as I say, that will not be of 
uny value to anyone. 

XQ.503: Let us determine whether it will be of 
ny value. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as secondary 
svidence. The primary evidence is in evidence al- 
ready, and the production of a sketch that the 
vitness says cannot be accurate is objected to as 
‘alling for the production of secondary evidence 
vhen the primary evidence is available. 

XQ.504: (By Mr. Scofield): I would like to 
lave you put in a seratcher wire which is at right 
wngles to the axis of that upper coil in the right- 
rand view. 

A. DoTI have to do that, Mr. Lyon? 

Mr. Lyon: What is that, ‘‘Put in a scratcher 
mire’’? 

XQ.505: (By Mr. Scofield): If you don’t, Iam 
roing to. 

Mr. Lyon: Go ahead and draw. 

The Witness: It will be your sketch, not mine. 

XQ.506: (By Mr. Scofield): You refuse to do it? 

A. I don’t refuse to do it. 

XQ.507: Well, then do it. Do you want to do 
t or not? A. Edon't want to doit. 

Mr. Lyon: What is the purpose? [2642-229] 

Mr. Scofield: It does not have to have a purpose 
0 it. I would like to have it on this sketch. 

The Witness: I would rather you would make 
it, because as I say, you have got thirty-six different 
wires, thirty-six different coils, and those coils 
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project differently from the different holes. There 

are different inclinations through the different holes 

in two directions, and I just don’t know how 
XQ.508: (By Mr. Scofield): Of course, that 

ean’t be the reason because I am not asking you to 


do anything. You have done it? 

A. Yes, but you are going to relate it to this. 

Mr. Scofield: No. 

Mr. Lyon: If it has no relation to this ong 
Mr. Doble, draw it, it being understood that this 
drawing has no relation to any structure. 

XQ.509: (By Mr. Seofield): It does not have 
any relation to that whatsoever, but you draw this. 

Mr. Lyon: It does not have any relation to what? 

Mr. Scofield: It does not have anything to do 
with the Exhibit HH. 

Mr. Lyon: Then what is the materiality of it? 

Mr. Scofield: The materiality, of course, is 
obvious. [2642-230] 

Mr. Lyon: No, it, is not. 

Mr. Scofield: You wish it explained? 

Ma, Lyon: Yes. 

XQ.510: (By Mr. Scofield): You indicated, did 
you not, in vour testimony, that the wires extended 
at right angles to the axis of the coils in Exhibit HH ? 

A. Substantially so. They don't all, but they 
[2642-231 ] 


are 
* ¥ > 
XQ.514: You have also indicated that the wires 
in Exhibit Z-1 extend substantially at right angles 
to the axis of the coils, have vou not? 
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Mr. Lyon: No. [2642-232] 

The Witness: I don’t think T so testified. 

XQ.515: (By Mr. Scofield): It is in the record; 
vou testified to it. 

Mr. Lyon: You are arguing with the witness, or 
asking him? 

Mr. Scofield: TI am telling him. 

Mr. Lyon: Certainly you are arguing with him. 

Mr. Scofield: T am just telling him it is in the 
record, and we can go back and read it. 

Mr. Lyon: Ask him what his testimony is, and 
don’t tell him. 

Mr. Scofield: I asked him whether he testified 
to that. 

Mr. Lyon: No, you did not. You tried to tell him. 

Myr. Scofield: I asked him that first. 

Mr. Lyon: And then you tried to tell him. 

Mr. Scofield: He said he did not recall, and 
then I said he had testified to it, and if he wished 
corroboration we will go back and read the question. 

The Witness: I don’t believe I so testified, and 
[ might say that I am not too sure that—well, I 
will say this: They are not as—they are all so 
lifferent it is hard to make any—I cannot make an 
accurate statement in regard to it. The wires and the 
2011s are so indistinetly shown here I wouldn’t want 
to go on [2642-233] record as saying that they 
are—I will say that they are somewhere near it, 
but that is about as close as I ean get. 

XQ.517: (By Mr. Scofield): Then why do you 
20 before this tribunal and state that these exhibits 
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that you have made are a reproduction of this? 

A. They are a reproduction of Petitioner’s Ex- 
hibit Z-1 with 4-inch wires and not 38-inch wires. 

XQ.517: All right. 

A. That makes a difference in the angulation of 
the wires. 

XQ.518: All right, but you have said that they 
are a reproduction, have you not, except 

A. They are. 

KQ.519: 

el iieveare: 

XQ.520: Do you know that those are 3-inch 
wires in Z-1? 

A. As far as we could determine, that is what 
they appear to be, 3-inch wire. 

XQ.521: How did you determine that? 

A. Well, that again was very difficnlt to deter- 
mine, because a photograph of this type it really 
should not be scaled to measure it. 

XQ.522: You have indicated that you did deter- 
mine [2642-234] that they were 3-inch wires? 

A. No, I didn’t. I said that is what we believed 
they were. 

XQ.523: They may be 4-inch? 

A. I don’t think so, but anyway, we made it 4- 
inch, and there is the result of what these are. It 


for the length of the wires? 


speaks for itself. 

XQ.524: And the attempt that you made is 
before you as Exhibits AA and HIT? 

A. Pardon me, I do not eare for the inference 
“attempt.’” We actually made a reproduction as 
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lose as we could to Petitioner’s Exhibits Z and Z-1. 

XQ.525: That is right. 

A. And no ‘‘attempt.’’ It was an actual structure 
nade. 

XQ.526: If you did that, then you can draw, can 
ou not, how the wire extends in Z-1? 

A. No, we didn’t make Z-1, and—— 

XQ.527: I thought you made Z-1? 

A. No, we didn’t make Z-1. We made a scratcher 
imilar to Z-1, but with 4-inch wires instead of 
-inch wires. 

XQ.528: Oh, oh, then you didn’t make the 
eratcher Z-1 at all? 

A. Yes, we did. [2642-235] 

XQ.529: Then I misunderstood. 

A. We made the 4-inch wires instead of the 
-inch wires, Mr. Scofield. 

XQ.530: You made the Z-1 seratcher with 

A, 4inch wires. 

XQ.531: ——4-inch wires? A. Yes. 

XQ.532: And you did not know whether those 
vere three or 4-inch wires, so you may have made 
1-1? A. No, I don’t think so. 

XQ.533: You don’t think so? 

A. I think, as close as we could figure, those 
vere 3-inch wires, but I could not say for sure, I 


nean a photograph like that it is almost impossible 
o take any dimensions from and have them accurate. 
XQ.534: If vou thought that the wires in Z-1 
vere 3-inch, why did you make these 4inch? 
A. Beeause in Petitioner’s Exhibit Z it is stated. 


2122 ; Jesse E. Hall, ete., vs. 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 

that the bristles are made of 15-gage steel, spring 
steel, in 3 and 4-inech lengths, so I felt, to make the 
best demonstration the 4-inch lengths would be 
better than the 8-ineh length. ; 

XQ.535: But you thought, did you not, that the 
wires shown in Z-1 were 3-inch length? 

A. Yes. [2642-236] 

XQ.536: And then you chose to make a +-inch 
length of wire? A. ‘That is correct. 

XQ.537: Now, my question is: Why did you 
choose the 4-inch instead of the 3? 

A. Because I thought it would make a better 
exhibit. , 

XQ.538: How did you come to that conclusion? 

A. Because the longer the wires, the better you 
ean see what is there, and better gage. 

XQ.539: What do you mean by ‘‘better gage’’? 

A. You got a longer wire to gage from. 

XQ.540: What do you mean by ‘‘gage’’? 

A. To sight from or see which direction it is 
going. 

XQ.541: Then you are able, by the 4-inch wires, 
to get a better idea, are you, as to how the wires 
extend from the coils? 

A. I think that is evident. 

XQ.542: You have indicated that the wires 
extend substantially at right angles to the axis of 
the coils in the two exhibits that were made by 
Adams-Campbell ? 

A. Yes, that is correct, substantially so. 

XQ.548: And you attempted to make those as 
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lose as you could to the wires that are shown in 
‘xhibit Z-1? [2642-237] 

A. Excepting for the length. 

XQ.544: Excepting for the length? 
ee Yes. 

XQ.545: But you did make them extend, that is, 
ou did determine that those extend at right angles 
o the coils in Z-1 and Z? 

A. I believe so. Well, of course, there is another 
ondition we had in making the 3% inch seratcher, 
f which Petitioner’s Exhibit HH for identification 
s the embodiment. The outer ends of the wires had 
0 fit within an 814 inch diameter, so that governed, 
o a certain extent, the angulation of the wires, 
nd in the 514 inch seratcher, Petitioner’s Exhibit 
\A, the outer ends of the wives had to set within 
,10°/4 inch circle, and of course, that would change 
he angulation of the wires. 

XQ.546: But if 

A.:+ Pardon me, I haven't finished, and changing 
he angulation of the wires as far as the axis of the 
oils. 

XQ.547: But after looking over these two ex- 
ibits Z and Z-1, you came to the conclusion, did 
ou not, that the wires extended at substantially 
ight angles from the axis of these coils? 

A. May I have that question, please? [2642-238] 


(Question read by the reporter. ) 


The Witness: Well, as near as we could deter- 
nine, yes.. 


2124 Jesse Hh. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 

XQ.548: (By Mr. Scofield): Did you or didn’t 
you? 

A. We did, yes. I said as near as we could deter- 
mine. Every one is a little bit different, you see, 
with the , 

XQ.549: We are not quibbling about this thing. 

A. I know it, but generally 

Mr. Lyon: Apparently you are. 

The Witness: As I say, we determined that the 
axis of the coils were substantially or nearly perpen- 
dicular to the wires. 

XQ.550: (By Mr. Scofield): I want you to be 
sure about this, because it is important. After look- 
ing at this Z and Z-1 A. Yes. 

XQ.551 : did you come to the conelusion that 
these wires extended at substantially right angles 
from the axis of the coils? 

A. Yes. [2642-239] 


* * * 


Mr. Scofield: I do not want to get my version of 
this at all. We have got to determine what conelu- 
sion you came to as to how these wires extended 
from the axis of the coils. 

The Witness: We didn’t have to make a deter- 
mination [2642-240] along that line. 

XQ.553: (By Mr. Seofield): You did not? 

A. We made the coils, the wires project nearly 
perpendicular to the axis of the coils, and the outer 
free ends of the wires engage the inner periphery 
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of the gage ring, which is the diameter as specified 
n the exhibit Petitioner’s Exhibit Z. 

Mr. Scofield: Now, read his answer. 


(Answer read by the reporter.) 


XQ.554: (By Mr. Scofield): So you made the 
vires so that they were perpendicular to the axis of 
he coils? 

A. Reasonably so. There is a variance in all 
of these. You are trying to get something exact, 
ind there is nothing exact about these. 

XQ.555: No, I am not. I am just trying to get 
four version. J don’t care whether it was exact or 
10w it was. | 

A. I have given you my version of it. 

XQ.556: Your version is that what you deter- 
nined from looking at Z and Z-1 was that these 
vires extended perpendicularly to the axis of the 
ols? 

A. Within certain limits, yes; that is, that could 
oe a starting point, and then they vary. Each one 
varies somwhat from the one on either side. 

XQ.557: Well, how much? [2642-241] 

A. I don’t know, I didn’t measure thenr. You 
ean look at it and you can see. 

XQ.558: Now, I want you to do that because 
‘that was the thing that was given to this manufac- 
turer to make. 

A. What was given to the manufacturer to make ? 

XQ.559: This Exhibit Z and Z-1. as I understood 
it. 
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A. That is correct, with the specification that 
they should be provided with 4-inch wires, and that 
the outer ends of the wires should be of certain 
specific diameters. Now, that changes the location 
and arrangement of the coils, and also changes the 
angle of the wires with relation to the peripheral 
surface of the collar of the scratcher body. 

XQ.560: So you left it up to him to determine 
what the angularity was of the wires to the axis of 
the coil? m= No. 

XQ.561: You did not leave it up to him? You 
did or you did not? 

A. I don’t remember whether I definitely told 
him that they should be or shouldn’t be. 

Mr. Lyon: Should be or shouldn’t be what? 

The Witness: Perpendicular, the wires perpen- 
dicular to the axis of the coils. I was more inter- 
ested, primarily, really, having the wires the proper 
length and [2642-242] having the coils mounted, and 
it would be a matter of geometry as to how some of 
those relationships would work out with the in- 
ereased length in the wires. I did not lay it out for 
him in a drawing and tell him, ‘‘you make this.” 

XQ:562: Then the fact is that vou did not give 
him any instructions as to how the wires should 
extend from the axis of the coils? 

A. I did not say that. I said I didn’t remember 
making any such instructions. You — said, 
“*Definitely.’’ 

XQ.563: Do you remember? 
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A. I don’t remember giving him any instruc- 
tions. 

XQ.564: You might have given him instructions 
or you might not? 

A. Yes, I will go with that. I might have or I 
might not, I don’t remember. 

XQ.565: In any event, he finally showed up 
with these two exhibits; is that correct? 

A. Well, I wouldn’t say he showed up with them. 

XQ.566: What would vou say? 

A. I went down, and he had them finished, and I 
examined them and thev appeared to be just what I 
wanted. [2642-243] 

XQ.567: Did you at that time test the angularity 
of the wires with respect to the axis of the coils? 

A. I did not. 

XQ.568: You did not? 

A. No. I looked the whole thing over, and it 
looked all right to me, and I accepted it. [2642-244] 


* % * 


XQ.572: When they finally delivered these two 
axhibits, AA and HH, you found, did you not, that 
the wires extended perpendicularly or at right 
angles to the axis of the coils? [2642-245] 

A. I don’t know, I didn’t measure them. 

X@Q@.573: You did not measure them? 

A. No. 

XQ.574: Have you measured them since ? 

A. No, excepting by eye, trying to guess at it. 
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XQ.575: You did measure them by eye this 
afternoon, didn’t you? 

A. Yes, I took a look at it. I don’t know how 
accurate it is, but I looked at it, and it appears to 
me that they are in some cases perpendicular to the 
axis and others slightly off one direction, and others 
slightly off the perpendicular in the other direction. 

XQ.576: Did you attempt to draw them this 
afternoon ? | 

A. You had me drawing something. I am not - 
too sure just what we were drawing. 

XQ.577: You don’t know now what we were 
drawing? 

A. Yes, we were making some lines which were 
purported to be *‘Doble 344 inch Aeme’’ of which 
vou dictated certain of the lines that I was to draw, 
so I drew them. 

XQ.578: Is it your position now that you do not 
want to accept the drawing which has been marked 
‘*Doble-Acme”’? as a drawing which was made by 
you here this afternoon? [2642-246] 

A. * No, I didn’t say that. I don’t want to accept 
vour portion of it. I will accept the lower portion 
of it. 

XQ.579: What do vou accept the lower portion 
as? 

A. Oh, as representing—it is not accurate, that 
is the trouble with it, 1t is not accurate—it is a 
indication of the relationship between one coil to 
the wire, and then it is onlv a guess, of Petitioner's 
HU for identification. 
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meQro50: Is it as accurate as Z or Z-1? 

A. Well, Z and Z-1 is a photograph. It is aceu- 
rate as a photograph, but it is something you cannot 
measure unless you rotate it in the true plane. 

XQ.581: Is GZ or Z-1 accurate geometrically? 

A. Well, as far as they go, they are, but you have 
rot to put them in the plane where you can measure 
hem. They are perspective, and you cannot measure 
serspective and get a true reading. 

XQ.582: Then you think Z and Z-1 are relatively 
vccurate geometrically ? 

A. Well, what do you mean by ‘‘geometrically’’? 

XQ.583: I mean, you could determine from the 
photograph the geometric angularity of the wires or 
he positioning of the axis of the coils or other 
reometric determinations from that [2642-247] 
shotograph ? 

A. You can, and then again vou ean’t, but the 
nlargement of the cut in Petitioner’s Exhibit Z is 
nissing in spots, and it is not too clear, but, of 
course, it originally was a photograph of one of 
he Aeme wall cleaning seratchers. 

XQ.584: Are you ready to admit that it is all 
ve have? 

A. That, plus the description in Petitioner’s 
{xhibit Z. 

XQ.585: That is right. 

A. Well, all I had before me when I instructed 
he Adams-Campbell Company to make a scratcher 
ike the exhibit, with the exception of the length of 
he wires. 
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XQ.586: What did you have before you when 
you made the drawing on the left-hand side of the 
sheet that vou have before you, do vou recall? 

A. I don’t remember what I had before me now. 
You were telling me what to do, and [I was doing 
what you were telling me. 

XQ.587: Do vou recall when you made that 
drawing that you had any photograph before you? 

A. I don’t know if I referred to photographs or 
to the scratcher, Petitioner’s Exhibit HH. 

XQ.588: You don’t recall? [2642-248 ] 

A. I don’t recall now which I referred to. It 
seems to me it was a scratcher I referred to more 
than the photographs, because the exhibit itself is 
there, and it is something tangible. The photographs 
are very deceptive. 

XQ.589: It was in the early part of the after- 
noon. What I am asking you is what you had before 
you when you made that diagram? 

A. I just told you I had before me Petitioner’s 
Exhibit HH for identification. 

XQ.590: You think you made that from Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit HH? 

A. No, I don’t remember exactly. You were 
telling me what to do and I was trying to do it, and 
I don’t remember now. 

XQ.591: You don’t remember what you did? 

A. No. 

XQ.592: Now, are you ready to sketch in for 
me the wire which is perpendicular to the axis 
in the right-hand view ? 
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A. First, I would have to ask what am I! sup- 
osed to be illustrating, Petitioner’s Exhibit HH, 
-etitioner’s Exhibit AA, or Petitioner’s Exhibit Z? 

XQ.593: Well, I thought we had gone over that, 
ut I will refresh vour recollection on it. [2642-249] 

Mr. Lyon: Just ask the witness the question. 
Jon’t try to 

XQ.594: (By Mr. Scofield): As I recall, we 
ad Z-1 before vou when we made that sketeh, did 
re not? 

Mr. Lyon: That the witness has said he does 
ot recollect. 

The Witness: There was so much confusion at 
hat time that I really don’t recollect, and [ 
rouldn’t, I am sure, draw the size of the circle the 
ame as the 314 Acme for a drawing, and illustration 
f a 514 inch Acme. 

XQ.595: (By Mr. Scofield): Well, are you get- 
ing tired? Do vou want to quit now? 

A. No, I can go on forever, if you want to. 

XQ.596: Oh, sure. It doesn’t make any differ- 
nee. What I want you to do now, then, is make for 
ne a drawing, a diagram of the Z-1 scratcher on a 
econd sheet 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as calling for 
econdary evidence. 

XQ.597: (By Mr. Scofield): 
rom above. 

A. We don’t have a photograph looking down 
trom above. 


looking down 
> 


XQ.598: No, but I want you to do as best you can. 
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A. That is not going to be very good. [2642-250] 

XQ.599: We will take a chance on it. 

Mr. Lyon: Of what? 

XQ.600: (By Mr. Seofield): Of the Z-1. 

A. Now, what do you want me to do? 

Mr. Lyon. Do you think you can draw a plan 
view, looking down on Z-1? 

XQ.601: (By Mr. Scofield): Showing one wire 
seratcher as we did on this left-hand view? 

A. No, I don’t think I could do it. 

XQ.602: You don’t think you can? 

A. I would prefer to have a full view of the 
seratcher, because in trying to interpolate from a 
perspective view, it is most difficult, and my drafting 
isn’t too accurate anyway, and I don’t think that it 
would be worth anything. 

XQ.603: You don’t want to do that? 

A. No, I don’t want to do that. I don’t think 
it would be helpful to you or the Patent Office. 

XQ.604: Don’t worry about me. 

A. Yes, I do. I would like to help you, if I ean. 

XQ.605: You just worry about whether it will 
assist the Patent Office. 

A. Jam sure it wouldn’t assist the Patent Office 
one darned bit. [2642-251] 

XQ.606: In other words, you don’t want to 
do it? Aw No, t don tavant to do it. 

XQ.607: You don’t want to do it? 

A. I don’t want to do it. 

XQ.608: Would you put in the wire at a right 
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ungle or perpendicular to the axis of that coil in 
the right-hand view? 

A. If you instruct me to draw two lines, I can 
lraw two lines, but they will be your lines, and 
1othing I am trying to refer to anything as 
yeIng’ 

XQ@.609: I would lke to have you draw in a wire 
vhich is perpendicular to the axis of that upper 
‘oll. 

A. And this is not related to any of the exhibits 
ere before me? 

XQ.610: You are not questioning me. J am just 
isking vou to do that. 

A. I have got to know how to do it. 

XQ.611: No, all I want you to do is just put 
he wire in there. You can do it as you see fit, that 


Ss up to you. 

A. I would rather not do it, because I don’t 
now what I am doing. I don’t know what the 
yurpose is. 

XQ.612: Yes, you know what you are doing 

A. No, I don’t. 

B0) 613: in putting in a wire [2642-252] 
vhich is perpendicular to the axis of that upper coil. 

A. Yes, but I don’t know what the coil repre- 
ents. Where is the coil from? 

XQ.614: The coil has already been put in there, 
ind let us not go through that again. 

A. Let’s go through this, that is what I want 
o know. 

XQ.615: Why did you put that coil in? 
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A. Because you told me to put in a coil. 

XQ.616: Was that the reason you put that in? 

A. Yes. 

XQ.617: And the only reason? 

A. And the only reason, that is right. 

XQ.618: That is the only reason? 

A. JI wouldn’t make any drawings unless vou 
insist I make them. 

XQ.619: When I requested you to make them 
you mean you did not make it yourself? 

A. No, I said I would make it only on your 
request. 

XQ.620: You don’t recall why you made this 
mark on the drawing? 

A. No. As I say, there was so much confusion I 
don’t remember why that was and what it related to. 

XQ.621: Do you want to put that [2642-253] 
Wire in or not? 

A. Well, if you want me to draw a wire in there 
which does not relate to anything, I am willing 
to draw two lines which may represent a wire. 

XQ.622: I asked you to put a wire in there 
at right angles to that axis. 

A. That is easv, but I want it understood it has 
no relation to any of the exhibits. 

Mr. Scofield: The record will show what it has 
relation to. 

My. Lyon: The Witness’ testimony is the best 
evidence of what it has relation to. We don’t 
maintain it has any relation to anything. 
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The Witness: I mark ‘‘Scofield wire’’ and I put 
in two lines, and so label it. 

XQ.623: (By Mr. Scofield): Wiull you desig- 
nate that as the ‘‘Hall Acme”’ for me at the top or 
bottom, as you see fit? 

A. You want me to write that statement? 

XQ.624: I told you to write ‘‘Hall Acme.”’ 

A. It has no connection with any 

XQ.625: <All I am doing is directing you to put 
“Hall Acme”’ on it. 

A. Following your instruction, I will write the 
words. 

My. Lyon: Put it in the bottom, the same place 
1s [2642-254] you put it in the other, so that it will 
correspond to that designation. 

The Witness: This is against my will, and it has 
no relation to any of the exhibits which we have 
before us. I am merely writing words Mr. Scofield 
has directed that I write on the piece of paper. I 
don’t agree with it, and if he wants that, it is all 
right. 

Mr. Scofield: J move that the statement be 
stricken as non-responsive to the question that has 
been asked. 

Mr. Lyon: The witness certainly can explain 
why he did something that you told him to do. 

Mr. Scofield: I would like to have the reporter 
now mark the diagram or the sketch that has been 
made by this witness as Applicant’s Exhibit 11. 
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(The sketch referred to was marked by the 
Notary Publie as Applicant’s Exhibit 11, anc 
made a part of this deposition.) 


Mr. Seofield: I am offering this sketch markec 
Applicant’s Exhibit 11 in evidence. 

Mr. Lyon: I will object to it as incompetent. 
irrelevant, and immaterial, and merely a self-serving 
statement by Mr. Scofield, and something that the 
witness has disaffirmed in its entirety. 

Mr. Scofield: I think the record will [2642-255 
show what the sketch is better than the statement 
of counsel, so I will leave it to the record [2642-256] 
to show. 

* ¥ * 

The Witness: Mr. Seofield, I am able to produce 
a serateher which appears to be the same as the 
scratcher shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit YY, that is, 
as best | can remember. The wires may be of differ- 
ent diameter, but I believe it is the same seratcher 
as shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit YY. 

XQ.637: (By Mr.  Seofield): What — size 
seratcher is that? 

A. The scratcher which I have just 

XQ.638: Produced? 

rate produced is a 5'4 inch seratcher. 

XQ.639: What is the length of the wires? 

My. Lyon: Mr. Doble, I want to ask [2642-262] 
vou one question. This seratcher that vou have 


produced is equipped with No. 16 gage wire, is 
it not? 


Kenneth A. Wright, etc. 2137 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 

The Witness: Well, it appears to be about a 
[6-gage. it is .064 inches in diameter. 

Mr. Lyon: The 15-gage wire is .072, I believe? 

The Witness: It is somewhere in that neighbor- 
hood, yes. 

My. Lyon: Do you know whether the one of 
photograph YY is a 15 or 16-gage wire? 

The Witness: I could not tell from the photo- 
sraph. I do not know. 

Mr. Lyon: But you do believe that this scratcher 
you have in your hand is a duplicate of the one 
shown in Exhibit YY, with the possible exception of 
the size of the wires? 

Mr. Scofield: I object to statement by counsel. 

XQ.640: What I want you to tell me, Mr. Doble, 
is whether the scratcher you have produced is the 
scratcher that is shown in Exhibit YY. 

A. May I answer Mr. Lyon’s question first? 

Mr. Lyon: Answer them both. 


(Question read as follows: ‘‘But you do be- 
heve that this scratcher you have in your hand 
is a duplicate of the one shown in Exhibit YY, 
with the possible exception of the size of the 
wires ?’’) [2642-263] 


The Witness: That is correct. Mr. Scofield’s 
question ? 


(Record read as requested.) 


Mr. Lyon: Which question do you want him to 
answer ? 
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XQ.641: (By Mr. Scofield): Answer the last 
one. You have answered Mr. Lyon’s question first. 

A. As far as I ean tell, it is, but I can’t measure 
the gage of the wire in a photograph. 

XQ.642: And you have answered my question 
as to the size of the scratcher? 

A. Yes, 514 inch. 

XQ.643: And I don’t believe you have answered 
my question as to the length of the wires. 

A. No, Mr. Lyon; have you that tape? 

Mr. Lyon: My. Doble, where vou were referring 
to these seratchers as 514 or 314, state whether or 
not you are referring to the casing size, 344 inch 
casing and 514 inch easing. 

The Witness: That is correct. 

Mr. Lyon: Isn’t it marked on the inside? 

The Witness: You asked me for the length of 
the wire? 

XQ.644: (By Mr. Scofield): tasked you for the 
length of the wire. 

Mr. Lyon: There is no way, [ don’t think it is 
possible for anybody to measure the length of 
those [2642-264] wires. If you want the total length 
of the wire 

Mr. Scofield: The Witness has got a rule in his 
hand and has been measuring them. If counsel will 
permit him to complete his answer to the question 
and not attempt to instruct him in the guise of an 
objection, I would very much appreciate it. 

Mr. Lyon: I am not attempting to instruct him, 
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but it is obvious that the wire has a bend in it and he 
has not got a bent ruler. You are asking how far 
they extend out from the collar, or the total length 
of the wire? Which do you want? 

Mr. Scofield: He is going to answer the question. 

The Witness: It won’t be very accurate. Oh, 
very, very roughly I would say that the length of 
each of the wires is substantially 614 inches. 

XQ@.645: (By Mr. Scofield): You have at- 
tempted, in answering the last question, to measure 
the length of the wire from the collar, and then you 
have put the rule on the curve to take the length of 
the wire, including the straight part and the curved 
part, have you not? 

A. Your question is not clear, Mr. Scofield, be- 
cause we have two turns in the wire. We have a 
turn out at one end of the wire there and then we 
have an arcuate section which follows the periphery 
of the cylindrical portion of the body of the 
scratcher. [2642-265 ] 

XQ. 646: Now, will you measure the length of 
the wire from the collar to the tip end of one of 
the wires? 

Mr. Lyon: Let me have that question. 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


Mr. Lyon: What part of the collar? I object to 
the question until it is made definite the inside or 
outside, or what. 

XQ.647: (By Mr. Scofield): The outside sur- 
face of the collar. 
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A. Well, do you mean—TI still don’t understand 
it. Do you mean from the point where the wire last 
touches the peripheral portion of the cylindrical 
body of the scratcher, or just a radial line directly 
outwardly from the peripheral portion of the 
scratcher body ? 

XQ.648: Do the wires extend out radially? 

A. Yes. 

XQ.649: What is the result then along the radial 
hine? 

A. It will only be an approximation, because 
I have two corners to go around, and it is very 
difficult to do with a rigid ruler; about 214 inches, 
and that is a very rough measurement. 

XQ.650: Is it your behef now that you have 
measured along the radial line? [2642-266] 

A. Part of it is along a radial line. 

XQ.651: I didn’t ask you that. Have vou meas- 
ured along the radial line? 

A. Yes, part of the part there is maybe on the 
radial line. Most of these are reasonably close to 
the radial line. 

XQ.652: Can you measure the length of that 
wire from the outside surface of that collar to the 
tip end of one of the wires along a radial line? 

Mr. Lyon: I object to the question as an im- 
proper question, very confused. You cannot measure 
the length of the wire in the direction he is talking 
about. You can measure the extent of the wire, the 
distance the wire extends out. 
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Mr. Scofield: Read him the question. 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


Mr. Scofield: Let it be indicated on the reeord 
that the witness has a ruler in his hand and is 
studying very intently the scratcher which he has 
before him. 

The Witness: Well, J will have to state that for 
a portion of the distance from the periphery of the 
eylindrical portion of the scrateher outwardly to 
the end of the wire there is a portion of the wire 
length which does not. travel along a radius, a 
radial line, and therefore, I don’t see how I ean 
measure the length of [2642-267] the wire along 
the radius from the collar, because a part of the 
wire does not. extend on a radial line. 

XQ.653: (By Mr. Scofield): Well, now, after 
that statement can you answer the question? 

A. I just answered, I just told you your question 
is not clear enough for me. I can’t. 

XQ.654: You can’t make that measurement? 

A. That is correct, as you have defined the 
question. 

XQ.655: Do you know whether the serateher vou 
produced is a standard scratcher? 

me No, I do not. 

XQ.656: You don’t know that? 

A. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Scofield: It is requested that the reporter 
mark the seratcher which has been produced by the 
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witness as Applicant’s Exhibit 15, and the same is 
offered in evidence. 


(The seratcher referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Applicant’s Exhibit 15, 
and made a part of this deposition.) 


XQ.657: (By Mr. Scofield): Applicant’s Ex- 
hibit 14 was used in the test machine, was it not? 

es YiGs. sit. | 

XQ.658: In what size cylinder was_ that 
scrateher [2642-268] used ? 

A. You mean by “‘size of eylinder’’ the internal 
diameter of the cylinder? 

XQ.659: Yes, I think that is the way we desig- 


nate it, don’t we? A. Yes; 6% inches. 
XQ.660: 672 A. Yes, sir. 
XQ.661: Is there in evidence a trace or a pattern 
made by that serateher? A. No, sir. 
X@.662: There is not? A. No, sir. 
XQ.663: Was Applicant’s Exhibit 15 used in the 
test machine? A. Yes, sir. 


XQ :664: Is there a trace in evidence showing the 
trace pattern made with that seratcher ? 

aA. No, Sit, 

XQ.665: What is the trace pattern shown on 
the eylinder which is photographed and offered as 
Petitioner’s Exhibit AA A-1 and AAA-2? 

A. ‘The serateher used in producing these serateh 
marks on the internal diameter of the half evlinders 
illustrated in Petitioner’s Exhibits [2642-269] 
AAA-1] and ANXA-2 was a standard -B ¢ W wall 
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cleaning guide taken from stock at their place of 
business in Long Beach. It was similar to Appli- 
cant’s Exhibit 2 in every respect, as far as I can tell 
by a comparison of Applicant’s Exhibit 2 with my 
recollection of the scratcher which we used in mak- 
ing the cylinders AAA-1 and AAA-2, 

XQ.666: So Applicant’s Exhibit 15 was not used 
in the making of the pattern Exhibit AAA-1 and 
AAA-2? A. That is correct. 

XQ.667: Is there in evidence a pattern or half 
cylinder showing the pattern made by Applicant’s 
Mxhibit 15? A. No, there is not. 

XQ.668: What was the diameter of the cylinder 
that is shown in AAA-1 and AAA-2? 

A. As I remember it, it was 9592 inches. I would 
like to check that by measuring the half cylinder 
which is here before us. It is 9% inches in diameter, 
internal diameter. 

O1669: 97% A. Mes, sit [2642-270] 


* * * 


XQ.786: You have indicated that you took no 
part in the selection of the equipment to be tested? 

”. That is correct. 

Mr. Lyon: You mean by that when it was tested 
in Wright’s back yard? 

The Witness: That is correct. 

XQ.787: (By Mr. Scofield): Did you specify 
the length of the operating wires that should be 
used in these respective tests? 

A. Which respective tests? 
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XQ.788: The tests that were made on the ma 
chine here that you have photographs of here i 
the record. 

A. I have two different sets of tests. 

XQ.789: Let me first just identify the two dif 
ferent tests. Please identify the two different tests 

A. The tests made in Mr. Wright’s back yard | 
did not have anything to do with the selection o: 
anything, I merely observed operations. [2642-293 


* * * 
XQ.799: I put before you Petitioner’s Exhibi 
HHH. A. Yes, sir. 


XQ.800: To your knowledge was that scrateche 
altered in any way other than by welding down the 
seam where the two parts come together? 

A. The ends of the wires, I believe, were & 
inches, and they were cut down to the length they 
are now in Petitioner’s Exhibit HHH. Other thai 
that, there was absolutely nothing done to thc 
seratcher in any way that I know of. 

XQ.801: That is, to your knowledge 

A. To mv knowledge. 

XQ.802: there was nothing done to the 
serateher? ie. Thatesscorrest: 

XQ.803: Did anyone tell you that the seratche 
had been altered in any way? 

A. No, sir, they assured me it had not been. 

XQ.804: Who assured you? 

A. Mr. Solum, who I requested that he purchase 


a Weatherford seratcher in the open market, a 314- 
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inch Weatherford scratcher in the open market, 
and which he had [2642-296] some little trouble in 
purchasing, and finally produced the scratcher of 
Petitioner’s Exhibit HHH. He had that scratcher 
which then was, you might say, a broken ring, he 
had it welded to place the scratcher in an operative 
condition. He cut the wires to I believe the same 
diameter as used in the other 314 inch scratchers 
which we tested, and in absolutely no other way, as 
far as I know, was this exhibit altered, tampered 
with, changed, bent, or in any way mutilated or 
forced or bent, or anything else. 


* * * 
XQ.805: (By Mr. Scofield): Did Mr. Solum do 
the cutting of the wires? A. Yes, he did. 


XQ.806: Did you see him eut them? 

A. Yes, sir. 

XQ.807: Were these wires in both rows supposed 
to be the same length ? 

A. Yes, from the coil, as I remember him cutting 
them. He put his scale on the center line [2642-297 | 
of the coil outwardly, and then cut each one the same 
length or tried to cut each one the same length from 
the center of the coil out to the end of the wire. 

XQ.808: I have a tape in my hand and am 
measuring from the center of the coil to the end of 
the wires in one row. J. will call it the upper row 
as I hold it in my hand, so that this is the upper row 
in accordance with the photograph vou have taken. 

Mr. Lyon: Are you testifying? 
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The Witness: I can’t 
Mr. Scofield: Wait just a minute, I am going t 

ask you a question. 

Mr. Lyon: Are you testifying? The witness ha 
no opportunity to determine whether what you stat 
is true or not. 

XQ.809: (By Mr. Scofield): I find that th 
length of the wire is 21% inches, and I would lk 
to have you measure the length of that wire, anc 
see if you make it the same length. 

A. Is that the wire, Mr. Scofield, this wire 

XQ.810: All of them in that row are supposed t 
be the same, are they not? 

A. Yes, they are all supposed to be the same 
Yes, I measure that one roughly 244 inches. Do yor 
want me to measure them all? [2642-298] 

XQ.811: I don’t eare if you do. It does no 
matter. A. That, too 

XQ.812: I will take your word for it. 

A. That one appears to be 214, yes, approxi 
mately that. Do you want me to measure the lowe 
row ? 

XQ.813: I will turn the seratcher upside dow! 
so that the upper row 


A. I will turn it back again, and the lower rov 
appears to be about 244 inches, that is, the wir 
extending from—and here it is 23@; some are 2 
and some are 234; 214 and 234; 214 and [2642-299 
23”. 


* * * 


XQ.1037: No, that is not my question. My ques 
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tion is: Did anyone tell you, that is, had anyone 
ever advised you what size hole, or the minimum 
size of hole that one of these scratchers must be 
capable of reversing in? A. dNey sim 

XQ.1038: They never have told you that? 

im No, sir. 

XQ.1039: Did you ever discuss it with Solum? 

A. No, no. 

XQ.1040: Did you ever discuss it with Mr. 
Wright? A. No. 

XQ.1041: Do you know what the casing collar 
Is on a pipe string, or do you know what the casing 
collars are on a pipe string? 

A. As I understand it, that is where two joints 
of casing are connected together. 

XQ.1042: Do you know whether these casing 
collars are of less diameter or of greater diameter 
than the casing itself? 

A. As I recollect, they are usually of a larger 
diameter. [2642-344] 

XQ.1043: Does that refresh your recollection as 
to any conversation you have ever had with anyone 
with respect to the reversibility of one of these 
collars ? A. No, sir, it does not. 

XQ.1044: Did you ever attempt to reverse a 
seratcher of the type of Exhibit M within a hole 
that was substantially the size of the casing collar 
upon which that particular scratcher would be 
mounted ? A. No, sir. 

XQ.1045: Did you ever attempt to reverse a 
wall cleaning guide within a hole of the size of a 
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i, No, sm 
upon which it is mounted ? 


easing collar 

XQ.1046: 

A. “No, sit: 

XQ.1047: Did you ever attempt to reverse 
Nu-Coil within a hole of the size of the casir 
collar iN ©, SII. 

XQ.1048 : upon which it is mounted? 

A. Well, you mean that the scratchers a1 
mounted on the casing, not on the collar? 

XQ.1049: Yes, but the hole is substantially tl 
size of the casing collar? 

A. No, I have not made such a test. [2642-344 


* * % 


Redirect Examination 
By Mr. Lyon: 


RDQ.1: Now, Mr. Doble, you have brought, sul 
ject to what you thought was a request, into th 
room a small sized aluminum cylinder, like th 
eylinder ‘‘2+”’ of the exhibits that you have re 
ferred to, and the same is here at the present tim: 
is it? i Wes it 1s. 

RDQ.2: Will vou produce it? 

A. It 1s produced. 

RDQ.3: I would like to have you look at the 1 
side bore of that cylinder, that steel cadmium plate 
eylinder, and advise what you see on the insid 
of it? 

Mr. Scofield: Was this produced at my request 

Mr. Lyon: That is what we understood. 

Mr. Seofield: Would you identify what this is 
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The Witness: Yes, I will be glad to, Mr. Sco- 
field. This is the second cylinder we spoke about, 
the 6% [2642-353] inches in diameter that was used 
in the test out at Mr. Wright’s home in Los An- 
xeles. I made a mistake in the record. I did refer 
(0 it as aluminum, but it is not aluminum, I found 
out when I earried it down here. I thought it was 
uuminum due to the coloring, but when I carried 
t down I determined it must be steel and not 
uluminum. 

% * % 

RDQ.4: (By Mr. Lyon): I asked you to iden- 
ify this cylinder. 

A. This cylinder which I have before me bears 
1 label [2642-354] entitled ‘‘Cylinder No. 2, 6% 
nternal diameter straight cylinder,’’ and is illus- 
rated in Petitioner’s Exhibits KK, OO, XX, and 
s the cylinder which was used during the demon- 
tration at Mr. Wright’s home, and into and through 
he major length of which Petitioner’s Exhibit 
<KK, Petitioner’s Exhibit M, and FPetitioner’s 
axhibit UU, and either Applicant’s Exhibit 14 
xr one substantially identical, were reciprocated 
lown and up and out of the cylinder. 

RDQ.5: Will you look at the inside of that cylin- 
ler, and see what you find? 

A. Do you want to identify it first? 

Mr. Lyon: I will ask that this cylinder be 
narked as the Petitioner’s exhibit next in order 
‘or identification. 
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(The cylinder referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit LLL 
for identification, and made a part of this 
deposition. ) 


RDQ.6: (By Mr. Lyon): On the outside of 
that evlinder, Mr. Doble, there is a vellow or almost 
yellow crayon mark. What is that? 

A. The yellow crayon mark forms No. 2, with 
the eapital letter ‘‘B”’ slightly above and to the 
right of the figure ‘*2.’’ [2642-355] 

RDQ.7: Do vou know who put that mark on 
there ? es, Sit: 

RDQ.8: Who? A. You did. 

RDQ.9: When? 

A. On September 27th, out at Mr. Wright's 
home, before the photographs were taken, in order 
that this particular cylinder might be identified in 
the photographs. 

RDQ.10: Will vou look at the inside of that 
eylinder and tell me what vou see? 

A. I am now looking into the bore of the eylin- 
der Petitioner's Exhibit LLL, and I note a great 
many vertical lines seribed in the bore, and those 
lines are substantially parallel to the evlindrical 
axis of the hore, and up at the upper end of the 
bore and adjacent the end of the scrateh marks 
there is clear evidence of sidewise movement of the 
wires of the scratchers which were reciprocated into 
and out of the bore of Petitioner’s Exhibit LUE. 

RDQ.11: How do the scrateh marks in the in- 
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terior of the bore compare with those placed on 
the interior of the bore during the testing at Mr. 
Wright’s back yard September 27, 1952? [2642-356] 


* * * 


The Witness: The lines which you have pointed 
mut are those lines which were scribed hy the 
scratchers which were operated in the bore during 
she tests in Mr. Wright’s back yard. 

RDQ.12: You have already testified as to what 
hose tests were, haven’t you? A. I have. 

RDQ.18: Now, Mr. Doble, you were also asked 
Oo produce a scratcher that was used in the test 
shown in photographs, Exhibits AA A-1 and AAA-2 
ind BBB-1 and BBB-2. 

A. The B’s are the cylinders themselves. 

RDQ.14: The B’s are the cylinders themselves ? 
That is what I thought. Have you that scratecher? 

A. Yes, sir, I have that scratcher before me, and 
n order that it may be identified, at the time of 
che test I had the letter or the number ‘‘2”’ painted 
mn [2642-357] the inside surface of the body por- 
sion of the scratcher with black ink—black paint, 
che same as used on the face of the half cylinders 
co record the seratch lines made by the wires of 
that particular scratcher. 

RDQ.15: Was this particular scratcher, the one 
that you have identified there with the ‘‘2”’ inside 
of it, taken from the stock of B & W?2 

ieee eS, Sir. 

RDQ.16: Without alteration ? 
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A. Without alteration. 

Mr. Scofield: Let me see it, please. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer the scratcher in evidence 
as Petitioner’s Exhibit MMM. 


(The scratcher referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit 
MMM, and made a part of this deposition.) 


RDQ.17: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Doble, in Ex- 
hibit MMM I notice that there is no uniformity at 
which the wires extend outwardly from the body. 
Was that the condition of the seratcher when it 
was withdrawn from stock? 

A. Yes, as far as I can tell now, that is ti 
way it came from stock. I notice a few of the wires 
are shghtly bent from the manner in which they 
are normally extended from the cylindrical surface 
of the scrateher. [2642-358] 

RDQ.18: Now, Mr. Doble, you spoke on eross- 
examination of increment of rotation, and in any 
of the scratchers that you have tested or seen tested, 
is there any difference in principle of operation, or 
was the operation differing only in degree? 

AS hat 1 it: 

Mr. Scofield: That is objected to 

The Witness: Correct, Mr. Lyon. 

Mr. Scofield: as calling for a conclusion. Of 
course, the counsel is testifying. 

Mr. Lyon: Which is correct, Mr. Doble? TI asked 
you if it was this or that. 

Mr. Scofield: And ealling fora ves or no answer. 
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The Witness: I will state this: That as far as 
I could determine, all of the seratchers which I 
have tested rotated in increments, and it was merely 
a matter of degree as to whether the increment 
would be larger or smaller. They all trace substan- 
tially the same paths through the cylinder. They 
all rotated, the increment we have referred to. at 
the reversal of the stroke. Certain of the scratchers 
rotated by a little larger increment than the others, 
otherwise they are the same. 

rmoe.19: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, Mr. Doble, 
you were asked several times on cross-examination 
as to whether you [2642-359] had seen any of these 
scratchers operated in a regular hole; that is cor- 


rect, is it not? A. Ses, sim 
RDQ.20: I hand you a photograph, and ask you 
if you can identify this? mn, Game 


RDQ.21: What is this photograph ? 

A. The photograph which you have handed me 
is a photograph of a eylinder in which there was 
east a cement-like surface, and the photograph 
bears the label ‘‘Cylinder No. 1, 9% i.d., with ee- 
ment walls and irregular cavities in the side walls.’’ 

RDQ.22: Where did you see the cylinder? 

A. J saw this cylinder on September 27th in 
the back yard of Mr. Wright’s home in Los An- 
geles. 

RDQ.23: Was it used for any purpose? 

mo) Yes, SIT. 

RDQ.24: What purpose? 

A. We used it to test out the seratchers on, in 
a cylinder having a cement wall. 
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Mr. Lyon: I will ask that the photograph be 
received in evidence as Petitioner’s exhibit next 
in order, which is NNN. 


(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit 
NNN, [2642-360] and made a part of this depo- 
sition. ) 


RDQ.25: (By Mr. Lyon): You say that you 
observed the scratchers operated in the test machine 
in this cylinder of Exhibit NNN on September 27, 
1952, Mr. Doble? A. Yes, sir. 

RDQ.26: What scratchers? 

A. Seratchers—in fact, I think this scratcher is 
one that we operated in the cement cylinder, and 
this scratcher is identified by Applicant’s Exhibit 
15, and the cement cylinder is identified as Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit NN. I think you can still observe 
on the ends of the scratcher wires the cement dust 
which was deposited on those fingers during the 
test. 

RDQ.27: <Any one of these scratchers ? 

A. lLet’s see, I think there is a 544-inch Nu-Coil 
type scratcher that was run, a 514-inch seratcher of 
the Jones type was run, and a 51-inch scratcher 
similar to Petitioner’s Exhibit MMM were run 
through the cement cylinder of Petitioner’s Exhibit 
NNN. [2642-361 ] 

% % *% 

The Witness: It was substantially the same. It 
was a little harder to determine some of the factors 
of rotation, but as far as I could see the tests run 
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in the cement cylinder were comparable to the tests 
run in the steel cylinder. 

RDQ.29: (By Mr. Lyon): I note on the inside 
of the cylinder of Exhibit NNN that the cylinder 
wall is not uniform, there is a large cavity shown. 
Did that affect the operation? 

A. It did not appear to affect the tendency of 
the seratchers to rotate. 

RDQ.30. Did the scratchers rotate in this eylin- 
der? 

A. Yes, they did, both at the upper and lower 
ends of the stroke. 

RDQ.31: In these tests that were conducted in 
Mr. Wright’s back yard, state whether or not it is 
a fact that I directed all operations, all sizes of 
scratchers, all sizes of cylinders, and all cylinders 
that were used ? A. That is correct. 

RDQ.32: You have tested, Mr. Doble, scratchers 
of the same construction, as brought out on cross- 
examination, the wires of which were of smaller 
gage and larger gage and otherwise precisely the 
same structures. What effect did the change of 
gage have in these tests? [2642-362] 


* * * 


A. I have run Petitioner’s Exhibits KKK and 
M in the same cylinder. The difference between the 
two exhibits resides, as far as I can tell, only in the 
eage of the wire used im these two exhibits. For 
example, Petitioner’s Exhibit KKK has wires of 
.064 diameter and Exhibit M has wires of a larger 
diameter, which I believe is .072. Both of the 


2156 Jesse I. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 

seratchers were run in exactly the same manner, 
and the only difference that I could detect in the 
operation was that it took more force to operate the 
seratcher having the heavier wires than it did the 
scratcher with the lighter wires. Other than that, 
as far as I could see, the increment of rotation was 
the same, the character of the lines were the same, 
with the exception that the heavier wires scribed 
a heavier line on the inner surface of the cylinder. 

RDQ.34: Myr. Doble, on cross-examination you 
were asked if you had seen a_ specification of 
seratcher sizes in a publication of B & W similar 
to those which [2642-363] you have referred to in 
Petitioner’s Exhibit Z. JI place before you Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit E, and I ask you if you have seen 
this B & W bulletin? A. Yes. 

RDQ.35: Is that the bulletin that you refer to 
when you said ‘‘Yes’’ to the question which I above 
referred to? A. Yes, sir. 

RDQ.36: I will ask vou to compare the two 
tables of Exhibits Z and E. 

A. I have made an examination of the tables 
appearing in Petitioner’s Exhibits Z and KE, and I 
find that the column entitled ‘‘APT Csg. o. d.,’’ the 
column of figures there, which represents the sizes 
of the scratchers, is exactly the same, is identical, 
in fact, in both of the exhibits. T also find that 
under the heading in the same table ‘‘Standard 
Outside Diameter,’’ I find the same heading in each 
of these tables, and I find exact identity between 
the standard sizes as set forth in these two exhibits. 
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[ have checked the price list of the two exhibits and 
find the prices are identical, that is, the prices in 
2ach of these tables under the ‘‘List Price,’’ is iden- 
fical one with the other. I find in the Petitioner’s 
Exhibit E several columns which are not included 
in Petitioner’s Exhibit Z, [2642-364] those being 
*O. D. Coupling, W. C. Guide, Width, Number of 
Wires, Wire Gauge.’’ Those headings were left 
mut of the table listed in Petitioner’s Exhibit Z. 
[ also note under the table the following notation 
n each of these portions of the respective exhibits, 
aamely: *‘ Larger sizes on application. Wire length 
varied at no additional cost for any size casing or 
10le condition.’’ IT find that identical wording on 
s0th of the exhibits. 

RDQ.37: What is the 514-inch casing size 
scratcher outside diameter indicated in both Ex- 
vibits E and Z? A. 1014 inches. 

RDQ.38: And how does that compare with Ex- 
nibits A, 2, MMM, and 15, Mr. Doble? 

Mr. Scofield: Read the question. 


rey) 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


The Witness: They are all the same, that is, 
the outside diameter of all of the scratchers which 
you have enumerated have a 1014-inch diameter. 

RDQ.39: (By Mr. Lyon): And they are all 
514-inch easing scratchers ? A.” ¥es, sir. 

RDQ.40: Mr. Doble, I have placed the scratcher 
Exhibit HHH upon a ruler to determine its 
approximate [2642-365] outside diameter. Will you 
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tell me what that approximate outside diameter is? 

A. As best I can judge it appears to be 71% 
inches. 

RDQ.41: I am going to place Exhibit UU for 
identification, and I will offer UU in evidence at 
the present time, over Exhibit HHH. I am going to 
place Exhibit M on top of this stack, and I am going 
to place Exhibit 14 on top of that pile, and I am 
going to place Exhibit KKK on the top of that, 
and I am going to ask you to determine as near 
as possible by sight whether or not these scratchers 
are all of approximately the same external di- 
ameter? A. Yes, they appear to be. 

RDQ.42: During the tests, Mr. Doble, with any 
of the scratchers you have made, did you determine 
whether or not there was any precise uniformity of 
length of the wires in any of these scratchers? 

A. I would like to have your question read, Mr. 
Lyon, if I may. 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


The Witness: No, I have not. The scratchers 
are not, you might say, precision made instruments, 
and there is considerable variance in the wires, 
their angular relation to the body portion of the 
seratcher; [2642-366] such bends as are placed in 
the wires vary, and of the good many scratchers 
that I have seen in stock in the B & W warehouse 
in Longe Beach I noticed there that it was general 
for one or more of the wires to vary sheghtly im 
angle or length with relation to another. ‘They 
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re not a precision manufactured article, and there 
s no need that they be. They work just as well, 
constructed in the manner they are constructed, as a 
yractical operation. [2642-367] 


* *% % 


Direct Examination 
by Mr. Lyon: 


Q.1: You are the same William A. Doble who 
yreviously testified in this matter? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q.2: I believe under my suggestion you have 
iad certain devices made and certain tests made 
ince you have last testified, is that correct, Mr. 
Joble ? A. That is correct. [2642-377 

Q.3: I hand you a couple of devices and ask 
rou what these are? 

A. The first device which you have handed me 
s a tool, a hand-operated tool for winding spring 
oils. 

Mr. Lyon: JI will ask that this device be marked 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7G. 


(The device referred to was marked by the 
reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7G for iden- 
tification and made a part of this deposition.) 


Q.4: (By Mr. Lyon): The second tool is what? 

A. The second tool which you have handed me is 
1 tool for forming an eye at the fastening end of a 
eratcher whisker spring coil. 
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Mr. Lyon: I will ask that this second wire eye 
forming tool be marked Petitioner’s Exhibit 7H. 


(The device referred to was marked by the 
reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7H and made 
a part of this deposition.) 


Q.5: (By Mr. Lyon): Where did these tools 
come from, 7G and 7TH, Mr. Doble? 

A. I had an Adams-Camphbell man—I had the 
Adams-Campbell Company make the tools, Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibits 7G and 7H. I went down to 
Adams-Campbell on March 4 of this vear and in- 
structed Mr. Stewart Kipper [2642-378] to make 
the two hand tools. 

Q.6: From what did you instruct Mr. Kipper 
to make these tools? 

A. From a description which you gave me of 
the tools and from a sketch which you had made of 
the tools, and I mean by vou, Mr. Lewis E. Lyon. 

Q.7: After these tools were made, was anything 
done with the tools? 

A. Yes, after the tools were made, Mr. Lewis 
Lyon and I operated the tools in the plant of 
Adams-Campbell to there form spring wires simi- 
lar to the spring wires used in the Weatherford 
scratcher. 

Q.8: Did I give you any instruction, Mr. Doble, 
with respect to the manufacture of any scratchers 
at or about that time ? 

A. Yes, a few days after that time you in- 
structed me to have Adams-Camphell make a 
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Weatherford type of scratcher having a 514-inch— 
that is, for a 514-inch easing, in which the spring 
coils, the wires of the seratcher, had a sidewise— 
that is, the axis of the coils had a sidewise inclina- 
tion to a radius—to the several radii of the scratcher 
and in which the outwardly or sidewise inclined free 
ends of the wire were substantially tangent to the 
body of the scratcher. 

Mr. Scofield: That was in March, [2642-379] 
1953 ? 

dhe Witness: That was March 12, 1953. 

O99: (By Mr. Lyon): Was Adams-Camphbell 
requested to use any particular tool in making this 
14-inch Acme type seratcher that I requested vou 
to make on March 12, 1953? 

A. Yes, they were instructed to use the two 
hand tools, Petitioner’s Exhibits 7G and 7H, in 
forming the coils and fastening the ends of the 
spring wires for this particular scratcher and were 
ulso instructed to make that scratcher in accordance 
with the advertisement of the Acme scratcher which 
we had used in the operation of some previous 
samples. 

Q.10: Was any other change made in this new 
Aeme type scratcher than the previous Acme type 
seratchers which have been here introduced in evi- 
dence? A. No, sir. 

Q.11: That is, the only change was the change in 
direction of inclination of the coils? 

A. That is correct, as closely as we could dupli- 
gate it. 
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Q.12: I hand you a scratcher and ask you if 


you can identify that. 

A. Yes, this is the scratcher which resulted 
from my instruction to Mr. Stewart Kipper of 
Adams-Campbell to make an Acme type scratcher 
similar to the [2642-380] Acme advertisement, in 
which the axis of the coils extended at a sidewise 
inclination from the radius of the scratcher body. 

Q.13: I notice that you have inserted something 
through one of the coils. What is that, Mr. Doble; 
what have you done? 

A. TJ have placed about a four-inch piece of steel 
rod, which closely fits the inside bore or inside 
opening of the spring portion of the wire and 
have inserted that rod through the spring and 
have observed the inclination, sidewise inclination 
of that rod with relation to the center or the radii 
of the scratcher body. 

Q.14: In what direction do the wires, the ends 
of the wires which extend outwardly from the collar 
of this Acme type scratcher extend, Mr. Doble? 

A. Substantially tangential to the body portion, 
the outside body portion of the scratcher. 

Q.15: You have stated, I believe, that this 
serateher which T will now ask be marked 7I, was 
made from an advertisement of July 7, 1941. Is 
that your testimony, Mr. Doble? 

fy Mes, Sirs athate 1s comet, 


(The Acme scratcher referred to was marked 
by the notary public as Petitioner’s Exhibit 
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71, and made a part of this [2642-381] deposi- 
tion.) 


Q.16: (By Mr. Lyon): What do you mean by 
hat? 

A. Well, I instructed Mr. Stewart Kipper to in 
ll respects duplicate the teaching of the advertise- 
aent of the Acme wall scratcher occurring n—I 
orget—the Petroleum 

Mr. Scofield: Oil Weekly. 

The Witness: -———Oil Weekly of June 7, was it? 

fala. ~(By Mr. Lyon): July 7. 

A. What year? I don’t remember. 

Q.18: 1941. A. 1941. 

Mr. Lyon: That is in evidence as the Petition- 
r’s Exhibit Z and the enlargement is Exhibit Z-1. 

Q.19: After this seratcher, Exhibit 71, was made, 
vhat was done with it, if anything’? 

A. Nothing particularly was done with it except 
t was ohserved and checked with the advertise- 


nent, and I believe it has been in your office since 
hat time. 

Q.20: I hand you Petitioner’s Exhibit AA, and 
_ will ask vou if this is the Aeme scratcher that 
rou testified to that had been previously made, and 
vhich was like Exhibit 7I, except for the particular 
vhich vou pointed out; is that correct? [2642-382] 

A. ‘That is correct. 

@:21: After Mareh 12, 1953, did I direct you 
o make any further tests of any kind, Mr. Doble? 

A. Well, ves, you did. 
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22: Or determinations? 

A. I believe it was on March 4 you instructed 
me to have a machine made for the purpose of 
testing to determine whether or not a Weatherford 
seratcher during its passage through a cylinder 
would cause a simulated casing to rotate during the 
passage of the structure through the tube. I talked 
the matter over with Mr. Kenneth Wright, and he 
arranged to have a testing machine built, and that 
machine was built by the L & L Machine Com- 
pany 

Q.23: L&S Machine Company, is it not? 

A. L & S Machine Company, whose plant 1s 
located at 1937 Obispo Avenue, in Long Beach. 

Mr. Lyon: Just before we get into that I will 
offer in evidence at this time the wire coil winding 
tool heretofore identified as Exhibit 7G for iden- 
tification, as Exhibit 7G, and T will [2642-383] 
offer 


* * * 


Mr. Lyon: I will offer in evidence at this time 
the wire eye-forming tool heretofore identified as 
Mxdnbit (iHiwas. xhibiie7 E. 

* % * 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer in evidence at this time 
the 514-inch Acme seratcher heretofore identified 
as Exhibit 7I, as Exhibit 71. 


* * *% 


Q.24: (By Mr. Lyon): Going back to these ro- 
tation tests, Mr. Doble, you say you built a testing 
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machine EA NO: 
B20: or had a testing machine built; is that 
correct ? 


A. That is correct, by the L & S Machine Com- 
pany in Long Beach. What about that pin sticking 
through the coil? Are you going to make that a 
part of the exhibit? 

Q.26: You are interested in the pin? 

my No, I just want to know. 

Mr Lyon: I wall ask that: the drll rod which 
Mr. Doble used in his demonstration, which is now 
projecting through one of the coils in Exhibit 7I, 
be marked and received in evidence as Exhibit 
TJ. [2642-384] 

* * % 

Q.27: (By Mr. Lyon): I hand you a _ photo- 
graph, Mr. Doble, and ask vou if you can tell me 
what that is? 

A. The photograph which vou have handed me, 
Mr. Lyon, is a side elevation of the testing machine 
which Mr. Wright had constructed at the L & S 
Machine Company plant in Long Beach. 

Mr. Lyon: I[ will ask that the photograph which 
has just been identified by the witness be marked 
as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7K. 

(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7K for 
identification and made a part of this deposi- 
tion.) 


Q.28: (By Mr. Lyon): I hand you a second 


2166 Jesse E. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 

photograph, Mr. Doble, which T will ask be marked 
Exhibit 7, and ask you if you can tell me what that 
photograph is. 

A. The photograph which you have handed me 
and asked to be marked as Petitioner’s Exhibit 
7L is a solid steel rod to give it weight which we 
used to simulate a well casing and this photograph 
also includes a ball bearing thrust mounting which 
has been removed [2642-385] from the cylinder or 
casing and placed upon the top of the casing so 
that it could be readily observed. The ball bearing 
mounting is provided to permit the casing to freely 
rotate relative to its supporting line. 


(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7L for 
identification, and made a part of this deposi- 
tion.) 


Q.29: (By Mr. Lyon): I hand you a photo- 
graph, Mr. Doble, which I will ask to be marked 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7M and ask you what this is 
a photograph of. 


(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7M for 
identification, and made a part of this deposi- 
tion. ) 


The Witness: The photograph which you have 
handed to me and is marked Petitioner’s Exhibit 
TM is a side view of the cylinder which we used 
to simulate the casing and is similar to the exhibit, 
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Petitioner’s Exhibit 7L, with the exception that 
the ball bearing supporting means is mounted within 
the casing and the scratcher confining bands have 
not been placed upon the casing as they appear in 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7L. 

Q.30: (By Mr. Lyon): I hand you a photo- 
graph, Mr. Doble, which I will ask be marked for 
identification as [2642-386] Petitioner’s Exhibit 7N 
and ask you if you can tell me what this photograph 
shows ? 

(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7N for 
identification, and made a part of this deposi- 
tion.) 


The Witness: The photograph, Petitioner’s Ex- 
hibit 7N, which you have handed to me is a side 
elevation of the winding drum around which the 
four-inch spring steel band is wrapped. 

Mr. Scofield: Did you say winding drum? 

The Witness: Yes, winding drum. It also shows 
a pin extending through the side flanges of the 
drum to prevent the band from unwinding. 

Q.31: (By Mr. Lyon): I hand you a_ photo- 
graph, Mr. Doble, which I will ask to be marked 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7-O for identification and ask 
you to tell me what this photograph is a picture of. 


(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7-O for 
identification, and made a part of this deposi- 
tion.) 
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The Witness: The photograph which you have 
handed me, Petitioner’s Exhibit 7-O, is a view simi- 
lar to Petitioner’s Exhibit 7M upon which three 
Weatherford [2642-387] type scratchers have been 
mounted. Those scratchers were identified with the 
lettermen? soles aid. ota, 

Q.32: (By Mr. Lyon): While we are on Exlibit 
7-O, will vou tell me whether or not the scratchers 
were mounted all with the wires extending in the 
same direction ? A. They are. 

Q.33: There is no reversal of the position of 
the scratchers so far as one with the other? 

A. No, sir, there 1s not. 

Q.34: I hand you another photograph, Mr. 
Doble, which I will ask to be marked Petitioner’s 
Exhibit 7P for identification, and ask vou if you 
ean tell me what this is a photograph of? 


(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the reporter as Petitioner's Exhibit 7P for 
identification, and made a part of this deposi- 
tion.) 


The Witness: The photograph which you have 
handed me and which has been identified as Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit 7P illustrates a three-quarter front 
view of the testing machine with the winding drum 
assembled on the hoisting motor, the band extend- 
ing from the hoisting drum over the pulley on the 
swinging arm and the band then extending down, 
and attached to the lower end of the band may be 
seen the casing assembly as shown in Petitioner's 
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Exhibit [2642-388] 7-O. The assembly of the three 
scratchers on the casing is the same as shown in 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7-O and the bottom of the 
simulated casing is resting on the floor. 

Mr. Lyon: I hand you a further photograph, 
Mr. Doble, which I have marked for identification 
Exhibit 7Q and will ask you if you ean tell me what 
this is a photograph of. 


(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7Q for 
identification, and made a part of this deposi- 
tion.) 


The Witness: Petitioner’s Exhibit 7Q illustrates 
the testing machine, and discloses the hoisting arm 
which has been numbered ‘'8,’’ and the number 
Appearing just below its pivot point on the evlinder 
which simulates a well bore. 

My. Scofield: It has been numbered what? 

The Witness: ‘'8.’’ If you will notice just below 
its pivot point on that arm 

Mr. Seofield: Oh, I see it. 

The Witness: there is a number ‘°8.”’ 

Mr. Scofield: I see it. 

The Witness: And the scratchers assembled on 
the simulated casing appeared just as they are 
ready to [2642-389] enter the upper end of the 
eylinder. 

@e5: (By Myr. Lyon): £ hand you another 
photograph, Mr. Doble, which I will mark 7R for 
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identification, and ask you if you can tell me what 
that is a photograph of. 


(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7R 
for identification, and made a part of this 
deposition.) 


The Witness: Petitioner’s Exhibit 7R is similar 
to Petitioner’s Exhibit 7Q, excepting that the view 
has been taken from about three-quarters rear view, 
and in this Exhibit 7R the simulated casing carry- 
ing the three seratchers has been progressed through 
the cylinder which simulated a well bore. 

Q.36: (By Mr. Lyon): I hand you a further 
photograph, Mr. Doble, which I have marked 7S 
for identification, and ask you if you can tell me 
what this is; at the same time I will hand you a 
second photograph which I have marked for iden- 
tification as Exhibit 77. Maybe you ean explain 
these two together. 


(The photographs referred to were marked 
by the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibits 
7S and 7T for identification, respectively, and 
made a part of this deposition.) 


The Witness: Petitioner’s Exhibit 78 [2642-390] 
is a photograph of the lower end of the cylinder, 
and shows me checking, by means of a scale and a 
center head, to determine whether there has been 
rotation of the simulated casing during its passage 
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through the large cylinder which simulated the well 
ore. 

Petitioner’s Exhibit 7T is a view of the top end 
of the test machine, and shows me in position in 
which I was checking the alignment of certain 
scribed lines on the simulated casing, with corre- 
sponding scribed lines on the bottom and outer 
surface of the large cylinder which simulated the 
well bore. It can be observed from this photograph 
the seribed lines on the upper end of the casing, 
and also the seribed line on the outside of the large 
evlinder. In this manner I checked to determine 
whether there was or was not rotation of the simu- 
lated casing during its passage through the long 
cylinder, and I found absolutely no rotation of the 
simulated casing during its passage through the 
large cylinder. 

Q.37: (By Mr. Lyon): -L wall hand you another 
photograph, Mr. Doble, which I have marked TU 
for identification, and J will ask you if you ean tell 
me what this is a picture of ? 


(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s [2642-391] 
Exhibit 7U for identification. and made a part 
of this deposition.) 


The Witness: Petitioner’s Exhibit 7U is a photo- 
graph of the long cylinder which has been removed 
from the testing machine, and a cut taken longitudi- 
nally through one of the side walls of the cylinder. 
TI might sav that a similar cut was taken on the 


PAU: Jesse L.. Hall, ete., vs. 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 

back which does not show in this photograph, al- 
though the back cut was not cut all the way through 
the cvlinder. 

Q.38: (By Mr. Lyon): I hand you a further 
photograph that I will mark TV for identification, 
which I will ask if vou can identify, and tell me 
what this is a picture of? 


(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7V 
for identification, and made a part of this 
deposition. ) 


The Witness: Petitioner’s Exhibit 7V is a photo- 
graph showing the cylinder of Petitioner’s Exhibit 
7U spread apart so that its two halves which are 
identified as ‘‘1B”’ and ‘‘1A,’’ so as to expose the 
interior surface of the large cylinder which has 
been blackened, and on the inner surface there is 
clearly scribed the lines made by the three ends of 
the wires of the three Weatherford scratchers as 
they passed through this large [2642-392] evlinder. 

Q.39: (By My. Lyon): On this series of photo- 
graphs, Exhibits 7K to TV, they were taken by whom 
and under whose supervision, Mr. Doble? 

A. All of the exhibits, photographs from 7K to 
7V were taken by Mr. Lewis Lyon, Jr., who is 
known in the trade as Beans Lyon, and were taken 
under my direction in my presence at the L & S 
Machine Company plant at 1987 Obispo Avenue in 
Long Beach. 

Q.40: When? A Orme woril 321953: 
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Q.41: Now, these photographs, the machines and 
parts shown in these photographs I note carry on 
the respective parts identifying letters and num- 
bers. Using those identifying letters and numbers 
where possible, will you describe for me this ma- 
chine, in the first instance describing each of those 
parts, the manner of its assembly and the manner 
of its operation. 

A. I will refer first to Petitioner’s Exhibit 7L 
in this group of exhibits. In this exhibit, there is 
depicted a cylinder which I have given the identify- 
ing letter capital ‘‘A’’ to. This cylinder is a solid 
rod so as to give it sufficient weight to carry the 
scratchers later mounted upon it through the bore 
on the last cylinder. This cylinder ‘‘A”’ simulates 
a well [2642-393] casing. It is 514 inches in di- 
ameter, it is 1684 inches long and is provided with 
mor scratcher confine bands, ‘‘B,’’ **C,’’ ‘*D,”’ 
and ‘‘F.’’ All of those I made reference to will be 
capitals unless I otherwise tell you. 

siieectock mands or parts “1B,” °*C,’’ *°D,*. and 
“E”’ are retained in position each by a plurality of 
Allen type setscrews as can clearly be seen in the 
photograph. On top of the simulated casing there 
is mounted the thrust and radial bearing which is 
used to eliminate any outside tendency to cause 
rotation of the casing ‘‘A’’ during its passage 
through the large cylinder. 

Q.42: Now, stop right there. Does that bearing 
mounting mean that what you have called the casing 
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or solid rod ‘*A’’ is free to rotate at all times on the 
bearing? 

Mr. Scofield: That is objected to as leading. 

The Witness: Yes, that is true and it could be 
readily spun, which I did prior to running the test 
to see that the bearing was properly adjusted so 
that any tendency to locate the connecting eve in 
the supporting bolt during operation would not 
transmit rotation to the casing ‘*A.’’ 

In Petitioner’s Exhibit 7M the bearing 

Mr. Scofield: M or N? [2642-394] 

The Witness: M—the bearing is mounted within 
easing ‘‘A’’ and shows the projecting end of the 
supporting belt projecting above the casing. 

1 will now refer to Petitioner’s Exhibit 7K. In 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7K there is a large tube or 
eylinder which I have 

Wr. Ieyon: It is marked “6” on 7P. YWoushad 
better take this pen 

The Witness: No, it is marked on Petitioner’s 
Exhibit 7K and in this case there is a numeral 
“1-A"’ down at about the center portion of the 


evlinder. 

Q.43: (By Mr. Lyon): Well, on 7K it might be 
well to take the pen and put the numbers on 7K, 
using the pen, putting the numbers and a little 
line, if you will, deseribing these parts, Mr. Doble, 
because they unfortunately do not appear fully 
to my feeble eye on the photographs. I can see it 
now. There it is, right there. 

A. May T have the exhibits. 
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Mr. Lyon: I will hand Mr. Scofield a set of the 
xhibits, photographs Exhibit 7A to TV. 

The Witness: I have placed on 7A the numeral 
‘1,”’ followed by a small capital ‘‘A’”’ and a lead 
ine to the large cylinder. I will also put a circle 
round the numeral ‘‘1’’ with the letter capital 
‘A’’ on the center of [2642-395] the cylinder, which 
umber and letter were placed on the cylinder be- 
ore the photograph was taken. 

The cylinder is mounted in a frame which com- 
rises a collar “‘2’’ and I am placing the numeral 
2”’ opposite the collar and extending a lead line 
0 the collar. However, it will be observed that 
pproximately in the center of the collar there is 
he numeral ‘‘2,”’ although it is not very distinct. 
‘he collar of the frame is supported on three legs 
aren we will number °63,’"" “,”’ and “"5.”” This 
ripod frame arrangement retains the cylinder in 
ts upright direction and its lower end spaced suffi- 
iently from the floor level so that the scratcher 
ssembly on the simulated casing may pass through 
he cylinder and, as it may be observed in Petition- 
r’s Exhibit 7K, the secratcher assembly on the 
asing, on the simulated casing, is positioned to the 
oft-hand side of the tube and shows that it would 
lear the lower end of the cylinder when it passed 
herethrough. To the upper end of the cylinder is 
nounted a collar ‘‘6’’ and I am placing upon Peti- 
ioner’s Exhibit 7K the numeral ‘‘6’’ with a lead 
ine to the collar. To the right-hand side of the 
ollar 
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Q.44: (By Mr. Lyon): You had better wate 
Exhibit 7T, Mr. Doble, and be sure you are follow 
ing the same numbers which are very visible o1 
Exhibit 7T. [2642-396] 

A. Yes. In fact, you can just barely distinguis) 
the numeral ‘‘6’’ on the center of the collar n 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7K and I will put a cirel 
around the numeral ‘‘6.’’ Now, if we will turn t 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7T, not only is the numeral ‘‘6’ 
clearly visible on the center of the collar, but th 
figure ‘‘7’’ is also clearly visible on a pair of lug: 
which extend outwardly from the collar, and iu 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7T I will put a circle arounc 
the ‘‘6’’ on the collar and the ‘‘7’’ on the lug. 

To the outer end of the lug *‘7”’ there is pivotalls 
mounted a swinging arm ‘8.’’ I will cirele the 
“8”? with an ink line there, and will also place the 
numeral ‘‘8’’ to the side of the arm with a lead line 
to Elie arm, that is, f am placing the ficure ~S won 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7K. 

Mounted on the lower end of the ascending arm 
8’? is a motor-driven hoist, which has the numeral 
““10."’ However, I will place the numeral ‘‘10’’ te 
the side of the motor hoisting unit, with a lead Inc 
to the hoisting unit. 

On the upper end of the hoisting arm ‘‘8”’ is a 
pulley, which J will designate with the numeral ‘‘9,”’ 
with a lead line extending to the pulley. I am 
afraid that there might be some confusion with the 
number ‘'9."’ [2642-397] 

Q.45: That is *‘9.’’ You just rotated it around. 
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A. Mounted on the hoisting motor unit ‘‘10”’ 
s a hoisting drum identified by the numeral ‘‘11”’ 
vith a small ‘‘d,’”’ and I have placed the numeral 
pti” with a small ‘‘d”’ to the side of the hoisting 
lrum, with a lead line extending to the drum. 

Exending from the drum ‘‘11d’’ is a spring steel 
yand *'12.’’ The band extends up and round pulley 
‘9,’’ and down to a latch ‘‘13,’’ which latch latches 
nto the eye, as is most clearly observed in Petition- 
r’s Exhibit TL. I will give the eye a number, eye 
‘14,”’ 

Mr. Scofield: Is the latch you are referring to 
hat hook? 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scofield: What number was that given? 

ThewWitness: ‘°'13.”’ The eye is °'14.”’ I am not 
marking the number ‘‘14”’ on the eye in Petitioner’s 
Exhibit TK, because it does not appear clearly in 
shat photograph, but have marked it on Petition- 
ar’s Exhibit 7L, and I will also mark it on Petition- 
ay’s Exhibit 7M. 

The eye ‘‘14”’ is formed in the upper end of the 
supporting bolt ‘°15,’’ which I am identifying on 
Petitioner’s Exhibits 7K, 7L, and 7-O. 

O4G- (By Mr. yon): That is which, ‘15’? 

A. ‘15’ is the bolt, the supporting bolt on which 
the ball bearing is mounted. 

Now, I will refer to Petitioner’s Exhibit 7L, and 
will designate the ball bearing with a numeral 
16,’ with a lead line extending to the bearing. 
The bearing is disassembled, partially disassembled. 
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as it appears in Petitioner’s Exhibit TL. It includes 
a ball bearing unit, upper and lower thrust rings. 
all of which are mounted on the supporting bolt. 
I will again point out that the bolt with its bearme 
are mounted in the casing ‘*A,’’ as shown in Petti- 
tioner’s Exhibit 7L, and that, as may be observed in 
this Petitioner’s Exhibit 7L, there are a plurality 
ofmstop rages.’ °C’ ” and “EK,” @alliao 
which are capital letters. 

Now, I will refer to Petitioner’s Exhibit 7-O, and 
will point out that in this exhibit there is mounted 
on the casing **A”’ three Weatherford 514-ineh 
standard scratchers which have been identified by 
the letters ““H.* “G™ and *"H” anded Se illecal 
attention to the space between the upper edge of 
each of the scratchers, that is, the upper edge of 
the body of each of the scratchers with relation to 
its adjacent stop ring. For example, the scratcher 
‘i’ is positioned by the stop rings *‘B”’ and *‘C,”’ 
leaving a space of about an inch and a half between 
the upper edge of the scratcher [2642-399] ‘“F’’ 
and the lower edge of the stop ring ‘‘B.’’ The 
cylinder which represents the casing is indicated 
by the capital letter ‘*A,’’ which can be seen be- 
tween the letters ‘‘D” and *‘F..”’ Likewise, there is 
space between the upper edge of the Weatherford 
seratcher ‘‘G’’ and its related upper stop ring ‘‘C,”’ 
and in that space may be observed the ‘*A,’”’ which 
was placed upon the casing, and in the same way 
the space between the upper edge of the Weather- 
ford serateher “H”™ and its stop ming *‘D” cam 
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also be observed. The three scratchers were freely 
rotatable upon the casing ‘‘A’’ and could shift 
longitudinally freely between their respective stop 
eollars. 

Q.47: I believe you have now described the 
mechanical assembly of these parts, and now will 
you describe the operation which was performed on 
the scratchers in this machine and in this assembly 
which resulted, if it did, in the formation of the 
tracing as shown in the cylinder Exhibit 7V, Mr. 
Doble. 

* * > 

The Witness: I will first refer to Exhibit 7k, 
and also to Petitioner’s Exhibit 7P. In each of 
these two exhibits the casing with the scratchers 
mounted thereon has been connected to the spring 
band by the connecting mechanism which I have 
previously stated. [2642-400] From this point the 
hoisting mechanism was put in operation, and the 
assembly of the scratchers was hoisted until it was 
about ready to enter the upper end of the large 
cylinder ‘‘6.”’ 

From this point 

Q.48: (By Mr. Lyon): That is shown in Ex- 
hibit 7Q, is it? 

A. That is shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit 7Q. At 
this point the hoisting mechanism was reversed, and 
the assembly was lowered until it entered, fully en- 
tered the internal bore of the large cylinder ‘‘1.”’ 

Q.49: That position is shown in what exhibit, if 


any ? 
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A. That position is shown in Petitioner’s Lx 
hibit 7T. Also shown in this petitioner’s Exhibi 
7'T 1s the scribed lines on the outside and upper en 
of the large cylinder ‘‘1,’’ and also the scribed line 
on the upper end surface of the casing *‘A.”’ 

The exhibit shows me aligning or checking th 
alignment of the scratcher assembly with one of th 
seribed lines on the upper end of the large cylinde 
‘*1-A.”’ From this position the power was apple 
to the hoisting mechanism to release the band. Th 
seratcher assembly progressed, that 1s, the assembl 
of three scratchers progressed until the lower en 
of the [2642-401] cylinder was in substantially th 
same plane as the lower end of the cylinder ‘‘1-A, 
and now I will refer to Petitioner’s Exhibit 7% 
where it will be noted that I am checking the pos! 
tion of the scribed line in this case on the lower en 
of the casing ‘‘A’’ with the same scribed line on th 
outside periphery and bottom edge of the larg 
evlinder ‘‘1-A,’’ and I find the lines corresponde 
exactly with the same positioning as they did at th 
top of the eylinder. 

Q.50: Indicating what, if anything? 

A. Indicating that there was no rotation of th 
simulated casing within the simulated well bore. 

From that point the hoisting mechanism was oy 
erated to lower the scratcher assembly to the posi 
tion it appears in Petitioner’s Exhibit 7R, where 1 
will be noted that the scratcher assembly is directl 
below the large cylinder ‘‘1-A,’’ and its lower end 1 
now resting upon the floor. 
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Q.51: All right, was anything else done? 

A. The mechanism was disassembled, taking the 
sylinder from its supporting frame and upper flange. 
It was placed in a shaper, and a groove was shaped 
down one side of the cylinder ‘‘1-A’’ until it almost 
axtended through the side wall of the cylinder. The 
eylinder was then rotated in the machine 180 degrees, 
and a similar [2642-402] cut was taken along the 
ongitudinal surface of the cylinder, and this cut 
was progressed until the cut passed completely 
chrough the cylinder wall, and that condition is 
shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit 7-U. The evlinder 
was then spread open and the lines traced by the 
free ends of the wires of the three scratchers were 
raced on the inside of the cylinder ‘‘1-A,’’ the in- 
side surface of the cylinder having been blackened 
oreviously for that purpose, and each half of the 
sylinder was given the designation ‘‘1-B’’ and 
al AY? 

Q.52: As shown in what exhibit? 

A. As shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit 7V. 

Also, Exhibit 7V clearly shows that not only did 
che simulated casing in rotation, but neither did any 
ye of the three Weatherford scratchers mounted 
ym the simulated well casing rotate during its pas- 
sage through the well cylinder ‘‘1-A.”’ 


%* * * 


The Witness: In my opinion, it merely proves 
that there is no rotation transmitted from the 
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scratchers to the simulated casing during the pa: 
sage through a simulated well bore. [2642-403] 
Mr. Scofield: Did you give a number to that to 
pullev ? 
TheMWatness: “9,” No. *°9,7 Ma. Scofield. 
Q.54: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Doble, I will han 
you a photograph or a photostat 
The Witness: Can we take time out for 
second ? 
My. Lyon: Surely, if you would hke time out. 
The Witness: I would, please. 


(A short recess was here taken.) 


Q.55: (By Mr. Lyon): The scratchers, M1 
Doble, as shown in Exhibit 7-O which are marke 
“F,’ “G,” and “H,”’ do you know where thos 


scratchers came from? A. No, I don’t. 
Q.56: They were not seratchers  specificall 
manufactured for this test? ‘A. No, Sine 
* oy * 


Q.57: (By Mr. Lyon): You have testified tha 
they were Weatherford scratchers ? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q.58: How did vou ascertain that fact? 

A. From their appearance. They were the sam 
as all other Weatherford scratehers which I ha 
seen [2642-404] of this same type and T recognize 
the characteristics of their manufacture and wa 
advised that thev were standard Weatherfor 
seratchers which had not been altered. 

Q.59: I hand von a photograph or a photostat 
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which I will mark Exhibit 7W, and ask you if you 
can tell me what this is of. 


(The document referred to was marked by 
the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit TW for 
identification, and made a part of this depo- 
sition. ) 


The Witness: You have handed me a _ photo- 
era ph—— 

Mr. Seofield: A photograph or a photostat? 

The Witness: A photostat, which includes well 
sasing having spaced rings welded thereon and 
mounted between the rings, spacing rings for a 
B & W wall cleaning guide, and I believe that it is 
mne of the photographs from the Jones & Berdine 
report. 

60: (By Mr. Lyon): I will ask you, Mr. 
Doble, to measure on the bottom of the photostat 
che diameter of the casing and place that on the 
photograph, at the bottom of the photograph, as to 
what the indicated diameter of the casing is at that 
point. 

A. JI am measuring the bottom end of the casing 
ind I find it to be 3-9/16ths inches and I [2642-405] 
Will place lines extending from the edges of the cas- 
ing as it appears in the photograph and will extend 
the dimension line with arrows between the two lines 
previously made and place the figure ‘*13-9/16’’—_— 

Q:61: It is 3-9/16ths, isn’t 1t? 

A. Excuse me, ‘‘3-1/16th,’’ I will cross out the 
P13” and make it °‘3-9/16ths.’’ 
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Q.62: Now, Mr. Doble, I will ask you to measure 
the indicated diameter of the casing immediately 
below the lower welded ring and will you mark that 
on the photograph ? 

A. I have made the measurement, Mr. Lyon, 
and find it to be 31% inches and I will place that on 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7W. 

@.63: Now, I want to ask you to measure the 
ereatest exterior diameter of the scratcher to the 
outer-most wire as shown in Exhibit TW and in- 
dicate that on the photograph. 

A. I find by measuring the most outwardly ex- 
tending wire on the left-hand side of the photo- 
graph and the most outwardly extending wire on the 
right-hand side of the photograph—and I am mak- 
ing dash lines from the wires which I have measured 
—and will put a dimension ‘*7-5/16ths’’ between the 
dash lines. 

Q.64: 7 and how much? [2642-406] 

A. 5/16ths. 

Q.65: Mr. Doble, I hand you a second photo- 
graphic enlargement, which I mark ‘‘7X,’’ and ask 
you to tell me what that is a photograph of and 
measure the casing diameter at the center section 
of Exhibit 7W and indicate on the photograph TW 
the diameter at the said central portions as von have 
measured it. 

(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7X for 
identification, and made a part of this depo- 
sition. ) 
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The Witness: The photostat which you have 
handed me, Petitioner’s Exhibit 7X illustrates a 
well casing upon which has been mounted a Weather- 
ford type of spring centralizer and appears to be 
taken from the Jones & Berdine report, and measur- 
ing the central portion of the casing, I find it to be 
three—well, it is hard to get it exactlyv—3 inches, 
and I am placing dimension line ‘‘314”’ here, and 
344 may be a little large and 3-7/16ths a little small. 
It is sort of halfway in between, but I will say 3% 
inches across the casing at the point where I have 
measured it. 

Q@.66: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, take it at that 
point and measure the greatest diameter of the 
spring steel blades, centralizing blades. [2642-407] 

A. in measuring across the outwardly bowed 
springs of the spring centralizer, I find it to be 
734 inches and [ will mark the point which I have 
taken and I have placed the dimension ‘‘784’’ as the 
outside diameter of the springs of the centralizer. 

Q.67: I will hand you, Mr. Doble, the Jones & 
Berdine report, which is Petitioner’s Exhibit L, and 
ask you to compare Exhibits TW and 7X with 
Figures 26 and 23 of the Jones & Berdine report and 
will ask you to read into the record at the time of 
the comparison a description of the photographs of 
the Jones & Berdine report. 

A. I have now before me Petitioner’s Exhibit 
L, a copy of the Jones & Berdine report, and I have 
turned to Figure 23, which bears the title *‘Spiral 
Spring Well Bore Cleaner and Casing Centralizer.’’ 
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Mr. Scofield: Fig. 23? 

The Witness: Figure 23, ‘‘Outside Diameter 0! 
Centralizer Shghtly Greater Than Inside Diamete! 
of Test Well,’’ and will compare Figure 23 wit 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7X and would say that as fa 
as the device as shown in the photograph, Peti 
tioner’s Exhibit 7X, it is identical to Figure 3—— 

Q.68: (By Mr. Lyon): Figure 23? 

A. Figure 23, excepting that in the [2642-408 
photostat the figure has been reversed so that the 
spiral of the spring members appears to have < 
right-hand spiral rotation in Exhibit 7X, whereas 
in Figure 23 they appear to have a left-hand ro. 
tation. 

Q.69: Now, make the same comparison of TW 
with Figure 26 of the Jones & Berdine report. 

A. I have now before me Figure 26 of the Jone: 
& Berdine report and Petitioner’s Exhibit 7W. 

Q.70: What does Figure 26 say below it? 

A. Figure 26 states below as follows: ‘‘ Wire wal 
seratcher with wires bent spirally. Outside diamete 
of seratcher slightly greater than inside diametei 
of test well,’? and I am comparing Petitioner’s Ex 
hibit 7W with Figure 26 and find they are identica 
excepting for size and the reversal of the directior 
of the wires due to the photostating process. 

Q.71: Now, in each of Exhibits 7X and TW you 
have indicated that the casing was approximately 
314 inches in diameter ? Ue eS Sir. 
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Q.72: And in 7W you have indicated that the 
outside diameter of the scratcher is 7-5/16ths? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q.73: And in Exhibit 7X you have indicated 
that the outside diameter of the centralizer bows 
is 734, 2? [2642-409] eee VCS acIT 

Q.74: What would you say with reference to 
the notation made bv the author that in each of 
these cases the diameter of the device is slightly 
preater than the inside diameter of the bag? 


% * * 


The Witness: ‘‘Slightly greater than’* left con- 
siderable leeway, in this case over—about a quarter 
of an inch between these two instrumentalities. We 
notice that the centralizer has about 3/16ths greater 
diameter than the scratcher, showing the wide 
range of dimension contained within the notation 
‘slightly greater than the inside diameter of the 
test well.’’ 

Mr. Scofield: Read that answer. 


(The reporter read the answer.) 


The Witness: I will have to correct that, my 
arithmetic was wrong. 7/16ths it should be instead 
of 3/16ths. There is almost a half an inch difference 
in the diameter. 

Q.75: (By Mr. Lyon): One is 12/16ths against 
o/16ths? A. That is right. 

Q76: Which leaves a difference of 7/16ths? 

A. That is correct, so ‘‘slightly’? in Mr. Jones’ 
report gives quite a leeway as to the [2641-410] in- 
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crease in diameter over the diameter of the te 
bore. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer in evidence at this tin 
the two photographs Petitioner’s Exhibits 7W ar 
7X for the purpose of illustrating the testimony « 
the witness, and for the comparison which he hi: 
made. 

% % % 

Q.77: Now, Mr. Doble, I believe at my reque 
you also made some further tests in another type « 
machine. What were those tests? 

A. Those tests were performed on wall cleanir 
guides having different lengths of wires to dete 
mine their operating characteristics in a evlind 
which approximated the inside of a well [2642-41] 
bore or approximated the well bore, and also or 
test on a close tolerance Weatherford scratcher. 

Q.78: Were photographs taken of those tests? 

ee Vesa, 

Q.79: When were they taken? 

A. They were taken on May 27, 1953, at tk 
L & S Machine Company plant, at 1937 Obisr 
Avenue, Long Beach, and they were taken by M. 
Lewis Lyon, Jr., known to the photography trac 
as ‘‘Beans’’ Lyon. 

Q.80: I hand you a photograph and ask you | 
this is one of the photographs that were taken ¢ 
that time and place? ie” VY OSaSi 0% es 

Mr. Lyon: Let us have this marked as Petitio1 
er s Exhibit 7Y. 
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(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit TY 
for identification, and made a part of this depo- 


sition.) 
Q.81: (By Mr. Lyon): Of what is this a photo- 
graph? 


A. Petitioner’s Exhibit TY is a photograph 1l- 
lustrating the hydraulic centralizer testing machine 
readapted. 

Q.82: What testing machine? 

A. Hvdraulic testing machine for [2642-412] 
testing centralizers, B & W centralizers, and it was 
readapted so that the tests we wished to make on 
the wall cleaning guides and the Weatherford close 
tolerance scratcher could be run on this same 
machine. 

Q.838: I hand vou a second photograph, which I 
will ask be marked at Petitioner’s Exhibit 7Z, and 
ask you if you can identify this picture as to whether 
it was a picture taken at the time and place vou have 
testified, and, if you will, testify what it is a pic- 
ture of. 

(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7Z 
for identification, and made a part of this 
deposition. ) 

The Witness: Petitioner’s Exhibit 7Z is a photo- 
graph of the same hydraulic machine, although the 
same machine does not appear in the photograph, 
as the machine was set up to run a close tolerance 
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Weatherford scratcher in a cylinder mounted in th 
frame of the machine. 

Q.84: Did you testify as to the day these photo 
graphs were taken? 

A. These photographs were taken on May 27 
1953. All the photographs of this particular tes 
were taken on the same day. [2642-413] 

@.85: At the same place? 

A. At the same place, by the same photographer 

Q.86: Will vou describe briefly this machine o 
Petitioner’s Exhibit TY? 

A. Referring to Petitioner’s Exhibit TY, the ma 
chine includes a base ‘‘D.’’ The letter ‘‘D’’ may b 
clearly observed on the front face of the base. Up 
wardly standing from the base are two upright chan 
nel irons, identified by the letters ‘‘C-1,"" an 
““C-2.’’ Mounted in those channels, each is pro 
vided with a hvdraulic cylinder, the first ‘* B-1’’ an 
the second, ‘‘B-2.’" Extending upwardly from th: 
hydraulic cylinders are piston rods. These are no 
identified by letter or number. To the upper en 
of the piston rods is connected a crosshead. Mountec 
in the central portion of the crosshead between th 
two piston rods is a fitting to which a piece of cas 
ing identified by the letter ‘‘A’’ was attached. Up 
wardly standing from the base ‘‘ D’’ is a square shaf 
‘‘}u,’’ which is arranged to enter into a square open 
ing formed in the lower end of the casing ‘‘A.’’ 

@.87: For what purpose? 

A. For the purpose of preventing rotation 0: 
easing ‘‘A’’ and to maintain the casing ‘A’ if 
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orrect [2642-414] centralized arrangement with 
espect to the cylinders which represent an oil 
vell bore. In other words, the square rod ‘‘E”’ isa 
entralizer for the casing and prevents its rotation. 

Mounted on casing ‘‘A’’ isa B & W wall cleaning 
uide which is mounted between two stop rings. 
‘he stop rings were secured to, or fastened to, the 
asing ‘‘A’’ by suitable setscrews. Supported on 
he standard ‘*‘C1’’-‘*C2”’ is a secondary framework 
(pon which eylinders simulating a well bore could 
e mounted. The cvlinder in Petitioner’s Exhibit 
Y is identified by the letter ‘‘F1’’. The internal 
urface of the evlinder was blackened so that as the 
cratcher passed through the evlinder, the free ends 
f the scratcher wires could trace or scribe their 
rue path on the blackened surface of the cylinder. 
jviinder ‘‘F1’’ is a split cylinder; that is, it is 
ormed of two halves bolted and dowel pinned to- 
‘ether, so the effect during the operation was to 
nake it a single evlinder. 

There is a motor driven hydraulic pump mounted 
m the base of the machine and suitable control 
ralves for operating the hydraulic cylinders to cause 
asing ‘‘A’’ to either move upwards or downward 
r stay in any set position. 

Q.88: Now, this machine then differs [2642-415] 
rom the machine which you testified about this 
norning, and as is shown in Exhibit 7K, in respect 
o the manner in which the simulated casing is 
‘aised and lowered, is it not? 


*% * * 
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The Witness: That is correct. 

Q 89: (by Mir. yon): How does 1b. dittem 
that respect? 

A. In Petitioner’s Exhibit 7K the assembly c 
scratchers is mounted on a flexible spring steel ban 
‘*12,"° whereas in Petitioner’s Exhibit TY, a sing] 
scratcher is mounted upon a piece of casing an 
that piece of casing is supported on the crosshead s 
that it may be moved up and down directly due t 
the action of the pressure fluid in the hydrauli 
evlinders ‘‘B1"’ and ‘‘B2”’ and the evlinder is pre 
vented from rotation and maintained in axial aligr 
ment by the square shaft ‘‘E.”’ 

Q.90: In Exhibit TY I note what appears to b 
a seratcher on the casing ‘‘A.”’ Is that a scratcher 

neces cil it IS: 

Q.91: What type? 

A. That is the B & W wall cleaning guide. 

Q.92: Was a test made of that particula 
seratcher ? A. Yes. there was. [2642-416] 

Q.93: Before describing that test, how was th 
wall cleaning guide mounted onto casing ‘*A’"? 

A. The wall cleaning guide was mounted on th 
casing between two stop rings. The stop rings ar 
spaced sufficiently apart as to permit some freedon 
of movement of the scrateher along the outer sur 
face of the easing and also to enable the scratche 
to rotate freely on the casing. 

Q.9+: iow does that compare, if at all, witl 
the manner of mounting of the seratchers on th 
simulated casing in Exhibit 7K? 
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A. In the same general manner, each mounted 
twveen spaced stop rings, each providing clearance 
r some longitudinal movement of the scratcher and 
ch permitting free rotation of the scratcher on 
e simulated casing. 

Q.95: Myr. Doble, you have testified that this 
wticular scratcher was mounted on casing ‘‘A”’ 
Exhibit TY for the purpose of a test. Was such 
test made? A. It was. 

Q.96: Will vou describe the test? 

A. The machine was set up as shown in Peti- 
oner’s Exhibit 7Y. The motor driven fluid pump 
1s put in operation. The control valve [2642-417] 
as operated to move the cylinder ‘‘A”’ downwardly 
id the evlinder ‘‘A’’ moved until it engaged the 
are rod ‘*E,’’ then progressed further until the 
ires of the scratcher engaged the bore of the cylin- 
ay ‘*FI,’’? The pressure was maintained in the eylin- 
rs so that the scratcher progressed down through 
ie bore of cylinder ‘‘F1’’ until it reached the vi- 
nity of the bottom of the bore in cylinder ‘‘F1,”’ 
; which point the hydraulic valve was reversed and 
ie casing Was raised—casing ‘‘A’’ was raised until 
ie scratcher reached the upper portion of the bore 
| cylinder ‘‘F1,’’ then by means of the control 
ulve, the scratcher was moved downwardly, then 
pwardly, downwardly, and then up and out. 

@.97: Was a trace of the scratcher wires ob- 
rved at that time? 

A. Yes, a trace—I observed, personally observed 
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the action of the wires on the scratcher during all 
its upward and downward movement. I noted tl 
reversal of the wires and I measured the rotati¢ 
of the scratcher on the casing ‘‘A.”’’ 

Q.98: You say the trace was observed, is th 
correct ? A. Yes, that is correct. 

Q.99: Was there any photographic reproductic 
made of the trace produced in this [2642-418] pa 
ticular test? 

A. After the test was completed, cylinder ‘FJ 
was removed from the machine. It was divided in 
its two halves and each of the two halves was phot 
graphed. On one of the photographs 

Q.100: Just a moment, I hand you two phot 
graphs, marked for identification Exhibits 8A a1 
8B, and ask you if you can identify those phot 
graphs. 


(The photographs referred to were marke 
by the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibits 8 
and 8B for identification, and made a part 
this deposition. ) 


The Witness: J have before me Petitioner’s E: 
hibits 8A and 8B, which are photographs of t] 
two halves of the cylinder ‘‘F1.’’ The photogray 
has the letter ‘‘F’’ on the upper left-hand end | 
the flange with the figure ‘‘1’’ just below it. TI 
second photograph is of the other half of the evli 
der ‘‘F'1”’ and on the flange, bolting flange, at tl 
upper Jeft-hand end is the identification ‘*F2”’ ar 
the photograph clearly illustrates the pattern mac 
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y the wires of the scratcher during its travel up 
nd down and out of the cylinder. 

Q.101: (By Mr Lyon): You state that you had 
leasured the amount of rotation. How did vou 
leasure the amount of rotation? 

A. By putting a mark on the upper [2642-419] 
ange or upper edge of the scratcher body and align- 
ig that mark with a scribe mark on the periphery 
f the casing ‘‘A,’’ and after each reciprocation or 
[ter each reversal measuring the amount of ro- 
ition of the scratcher with relation to the casing 
je 

Q.102: How, if at all, did that amount of rota- 
on correspond with the spacing between the trace 
nes of Exhibits 8A and 8B? 

A. Well, it corresponded directly. The traces in- 
icate the amount of rotation, and the amount 
sribed on the cylinder is the amount the collar or 
ody portion of the scratcher rotated with relation 
» the casing ‘‘A.”’ 

Q.103: I note on Petitioner’s Exhibits 8A and 8B 
lere are spaces between the vertical lines. The dis- 
ince apart of those vertical lines is a certain meas- 
rement. Now, did that measurement compare in 
ny way with what vou observed by your scribe lines 
n the upper part of the cylinder or on the outside 
f the collars to be the actual rotation of the scratch- 
rs’ first stroke? A. Yes. [2642-420] 


* ¥ * 


Q.104: Now, Mr. Doble, you have testified as to 
1e rotation of the wall cleaning guides on several 
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different tests. Have you anything to say with refe 
ence to what determines the rotation of a wall clea 
ing guide in a test of this kind? 


* % ¥ 


The Witness: Yes, the over-all length of t 
wires of a scratcher are of greater diameter thi 
the internal diameter of the cylinder in which th 
have been operated, so that, first, due to the norm 
sidewise inclination of the wires, scratcher wir 
and secondly, due to the upwardly and sidewi 
inclination taken by the wires as they enter t. 
smaller cylinder, that is, they are forced upward 
at an angle, sidewise angle, so that when the dire 
tion of travel of the casing is reversed the free en 
of the wires engage the inside diameter of the © 
inder, and there is sufficient friction to resist t 
sliding of the fingers along the cvlinder during t 
reversal, at least a portion of the reversal, and t 
wires must be straightened before they can be 1 
clined downwardly, and it is during that porti 
of the reversal that, in bringing the wires [2642-42 
to a horizontal position, foreshortens the relati 
between the position the wires leave the surface 
the seratcher, and as the wires are stiffened up 
resist that foreshortening they push the collar of t. 
seratcher around on the easing upon which t 
scratchers are mounted. That takes place in t. 
initial portion of the reversal, that is, from the u 
ward and sidewise inclination of the wires, until t. 
wires reach substantially a horizontal plane. The1 
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after the wires swing downwardly or angle down- 
wardly and trace a pattern, a pattern having a 
spiral or sidewise motion on the cylinder in direct 
proportion to the amount of rotation of the body 
portion of the scratcher. 

Mr. Scofield: Let us read that back, will you, 
please ? 

(The answer was read by the reporter.) 


Q.105: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Doble, what did 
you mean by the statement ‘‘must be straightened’’? 

A. I mean bv that that—I can probably illustrate 
that with a wire that vou have here. I forget what 
exhibit number it is. I have now in my hand Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit 6Y, and I will assume the edge of 
the pad which I have to be the cylinder wall, and I 
will position the extending free end of the wire at 
an incline to the edge of the evlinder wall, [2642-422] 
as an illustration of how the wire might be bent up. 
It would not exactly follow the line that this par- 
ticular wire takes because there are no pressures 
applied to put a bend in it, but it will give a graphic 
illustration of what I am talking about. So, we 
have a wire inclined upwardly as the scratcher is 
moved into the cylinder. Then we reach a point 
where the casing will be reversed in a direction of 
its travel. The wire 

Mr. Scofield: What angle have vou got between 
the wire and the evlinder? 

The Witness: Oh, I will sav about 30 degrees, 
but that is only just an ulustration I am making. 
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I do not want to be tied to any particular angle at 
the present time. Any angle would do. 

Mr. Seofield: When I asked you that you bent 
it up quite considerably, didn’t you? 

The Witness: Yes, but I am not—the amount of 
angle is of no importance particularly, it only has 
to do with the amount of rotation it will give. So I 
will take, say about 30 degrees. The direction of 
travel of the casing is reversed, the scratcher is re- 
versed, the free end or point of the wire engages the 
evlinder, and we might say fulcrums about the point 
at which it engages the cylinder and swings 

Q.106: (By Mr. Lyon): By ‘‘the eylinder”’ you 
mean the [2642-423] inside wall of the cylinder? 

A. The inside wall of the cylinder, and as the 
fixed or fastened end of the wire moves upwardly 
it has to move on an are from the fulerum point or 
free end of the wire, and now I have moved the wire 
until it is in the position I referred to as ‘‘straight.”’ 
By ‘‘straight’’ I meant at substantially a horizontal 
plane. Now the point 

Q.107: What did vou mean by ‘must be 
straightened’’? 

A. T meant that it must pass through a horizon- 
tal or normal plane. I do not mean that the wire is 
eoing to be straightened out if it has any additional 
bends in it. I mean that the body of the wire will 
fall into a horizontal plane where it will extend the 
ereatest distance from its point of attachment to the 
body portion of the serateher to its fulerum point 
on the inside wall of the evlinder. 
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Mr. Scofield: The horizontal plane you are re- 
ferring to is assuming that vour cylinder is posi- 
tioned in a vertical position rather than a horizontal 
position as you have it on the table. 

The Witness: That is correct. Then we can take 
the distance from the fixed point or the point at 
which the wire leaves the periphery of the cylin- 
drical portion of the scratcher body to the inside 
wall of the [2642-424] cylinder, which represents 
the well bore, and that is a distance, when the wire 
is at a 30-degree angle, of less than the length of 
the wire. Now, that difference in length will be the 
amount, substantially the amount. to which the 
body portion of the scratcher will be rotated during 
the swinging of the wire from its angle to we might 
say its horizontal position with relation to the plane 
of travel of the casing. Then as the wire leaves or as 
the scratcher travels upwardly further, there is no 
force tending to rotate the body of the scratcher 
back, so that it progresses upwardly as it is rotated, 
and the wire seeks a new path, and that new path 
is traced by the sidewise motion particularly noticea- 
ble at the lower ends of the scratched lines on Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibits 8A and 8B. The greater the an- 
gulation of the wire from the body of the seratcher 
to the inside wall of the well the greater will be the 
rotation. 

Q.108: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, Mr. Doble, you 
made the statement that the greater the length of 
the wire the greater the rotation; is that correct ? 
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A. That is correct, up to 
Q.109: Ifa wire, for example, was 14 of an inch 


longer, so that it gave an o.d. of 4 of an inch greater 
than the inside of the casing, how much [2642-425] 
rotation would that induce in the scratcher on the 
easing ? 

A. I think I can give vou that. I have it. It 
would give vou about 1/16th of an inch rotation per 
stroke. During the three strokes I measured sub- 
stantially a quarter of an inch rotation of the body 
or collax portion of the seratecher with relation to 
the seribe line on the casing ** A.’ 

Q.110: What is the diameter of a 14-gange wire? 
Ts it .072, Mr. Doble? 

A. 14 gauge wire? I don’t remember. 

Myr. Seofield: I guess that can be stipulated. if 
we have a wire diameter table here. 

Mr. Lyon: JI have a table here. if I ean find it. 
Here is a catalog, Mr. Doble. You find it. 

Mr. Lyon: It has got to be in there somewhere. 
I saw it before. Look for a wire size cable. 

The Witness: I am looking for the right one. 
There were several wire size cables, but it is the 
Birmingham, [ beheve, that I am looking for. Here 
we have it: the 14-gauge wire in the Birmingham 
or stub wire gauge is 83 thousandths. 

Q.111: (By Mr. Lyon): 15-gauge wire? 

A. 15-gauge wire is 72 thousandths. 

Q.112: 16-gauge wire? [2642-426] 

A. 16-gauge wire is 65 thousandths. 
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Mr. Lyon: You produce it, if you have it, if 
ou have another one. 

The Witness: There are several different wire 
auge standards here and I was reading the Bir- 
uingham or stub wire gauge. 

Q.113: (By Mr. Lyon): Using the U.S. stand- 
rd, which is also before you, Mr. Doble, what is the 
ize in that U.S. standard for 14-gauge? 

A. The U.S. standard for 14-gauge is .078125. 

Q.114: And for 15-gauge? 

A. 15-gauge is .0703125. 

Q.115: 16-gauge? AS jit 7320625. 

@.116: I believe these wires are measured by the 
Inited States standard, are they not? 

A. That I do not know. 

Q.117: That is right, United States standard. 

A. I think they are. I think it is identical to— 
; is according to where they are obtained. I think 
ost of the dies in the U. S. Steel Company are 
J. S. standard. I believe Birmingham is used by 
sethlehem. 

Q.118: Mr. Doble, vou were present at [2642-427] 
ae time that there were some other photographs 
rken in this room during the taking of our deposi- 
ons in chief here, at which time you and I and Mr. 
cofield were present and Beans, my son Beans, 
90k some photographs. I hand you a photograph of 
ixhibit M laid down with relation to Applicant’s 
ixhibit 16. I ask you if you observed that photo- 
raph being taken? 
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A. No, I did not; I was not present in the roo: 
when any photographs were taken. 

Mr. Scofield: I believe the exhibit you have rea 
Mr. Lyon, has the exhibit number of the scratche 

Mr. Lyon: Yes, it is exhibited on the scratch 
on the cylinder, Exhibit 16, and I will offer th 
photograph in evidence at this time as the exhib 
next in order, being the photograph taken at thi 
time. [2642-428] 

* * *% 

Q.120: Mr. Doble, vou testified to a further te 
made at this time, in May of this year, at the L & 
Machine shop using the machine in [2642-429] E: 
hibit 7Z. eeu oe 

Q.121: 7Z. And I hand you a photograph whi 
I will mark Exhibit 8D for identification and as 
you if you can identify this picture, and if so, whi 
it is? 

Mr. Scofield: Have you the print of that? | 
will save me from mixing up these exhibits here. 

Mr. Lyon: Here is a set of exhibits, including t] 
ones [ will put in. 


(The photo referred to was marked by tl 
reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 8D for ident 
fication, and is made a part of this deposition 


The Witness: Petitioner’s Exhibit 8D is a phot 
eraph of the testing machine, Petitioner’s Exhib 
TY, reassembled with the assembly changed to th: 
shown in Petitioner’s Exhibit 7Z. In Petitioner 
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Ixhibit 7Z, a cylinder ‘‘H’’ has been mounted on the 
ramework of the machine and that evlinder has 
10unted within it a subcylinder of less diameter. 
‘he diameter of the subcylinder was 6-7/16ths 
aches in diameter. A Weatherford close tolerance 
ype of scratcher was mounted on the casing ‘‘A”’ 
etween spaced stop collars, as shown in Petition- 
r’s Exhibit 7Z, in such a manner as to provide a 
mited amount of longitudinal movement of the 
cratchers as well as free rotation of the scratcher 
n [2642-480] the cylinder ‘“‘A.’’ 

With the assembly, as shown in Petitioner’s Ex- 
ibit 7Z, the motor force was put in operation ap- 
lving oil under pressure. Through suitable con- 
rol valves the oil was admitted to the hydraulic cy]- 
nders and the scratcher—that is, the Weatherford 
lose tolerance scratcher was moved down into the 
ubeylinder which is mounted within the cylinder 
‘H.’’ After the seratcher traversed the subevlinder 
or about 12 inches, the direction of travel of the 
asing ‘‘A*’ was reversed. 

I was watching during this entire operation the 
vires. I noticed that on reverse travel of the casing 
‘A”’ the wires of this Weatherford scratcher did 
ot reverse but slid up the inside surface of the sub- 
‘ylinder and traveled or skidded along the inside 
urface of the cylinder until all of the wires left the 
ypening at the upper end of the cylinder, without 
1 single wire reversing. 

Q.122: Now, Mr. Doble, I will hand you a further 
ohotegraph which I will mark Exhibit 8K. I will 


2204 Jesse Hh. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of William A. Doble.) 
ask you if you can identify this photograph ai 
state what it is. 


(The photograph referred to was marked | 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s [2642-43 
Exhibit 8E for identification, and is made a pa 
of this deposition.) 


The Witness: Referring to Petitioner’s Exhil 
8E, which is a photograph of the Weatherford clo 
tolerance scratcher just as it appears complete 
withdrawn from the subcylinder, which I previous 
referred to and which is mounted within the lar; 
cylinder ‘‘H,’’ it may be noted that the wires | 
this scratcher are angled slightly upwardly, show 
that they took a deformation during the travel | 
the wires down into the subeylinder and up and o 
of the subcylinder. That will be noted, if one cor 
pares Petitioner’s Exhibit 8E with Petitioner’s E. 
hibit 7Z. 

Q@.123: Now, Mr. Doble, I hand vou a thu 
photograph which I have marked for identificatic 
as Exhibit 8F, and ask you if vou can identify th 
photograph ? 


(The document referred to was marked t 
the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibit 8F fe 
identification, and made a part of this dep. 
sition. ) 

The Witness: Exhibit 8F is a photograph illu 


trating the same testing machine and showing tl 
Weatherford close tolerance seratcher as the lowe 
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row of wires is finally emerging from the subcylin- 
der. Exhibit 8D shows the points of the wires stick- 
ing upwardly of the [2642-432] upper row of wires 
in the Weatherford close tolerance scratcher as the 
scratcher was being moved up and out of the sub- 
cylinder. 

Q.124: (By Mr. Lyon): What does the arrow 
on Exhibit 8D indicate, Mr. Doble? 

A. That indicates the direction of travel of the 
casing at that time. 

Q.125: Will you mark on the exhibit just the 
arrow which you and I refer to, on the exhibit which 
is in the record ? A. On8sD? 

Q.126: Yes, on 8D. A. Where is 8D? 

Q.127: There is 8D. Mark the word ‘‘arrow.’’ 

A. I have placed the word ‘‘arrow”’ with a lead 
line pointing to the arrow, which I have just re- 
ferred to on Petitioner’s Exhibit 8D. 

().128: Mr. Doble, if the scratcher which you 
have shown in Exhibit 8D had reversed, would the 
wires be extending upwardly in the direction they 
are shown in Exhibit 8D? 

A. They would not. You would not see them in 
that particular position. They would be direct down- 
wardly in the bore of the subcylinder, which can be 
clearly seen in Petitioner’s Exhibit 8D. [2642-433] 

Q.129: Similarly looking at Exhibit 8F, in which 
direction was the cylinder going at that time? 

A. It was going upwardly and the seratcher 
wires were going out of the subeylinder. 
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Q.130: What does this photograph show with re- 
spect to the lower row of wires? 

A. The lower row of wires are almost entirely— 
have almost entirely moved out of the subcylinder 
and are shown pointed upwardly as thev were con- 
fined and traveled upwardly in the subeylinder dur- 
ing the up travel of the casing ‘‘A.”’ 

().131: Would those wires be shown upwardly 
inclined if the seratcher had reversed during the 
operation ? 

A. No, they would not. Thev would be pointing 
downwardly instead of upwardly. 

Q.132: I see, Mr. Doble, we have one further 
photograph which has not been introduced, which I 
hand vou at the present time, and I will ask you if 
vou can identify this photograph. I have marked it 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 8G. 


(The photograph referred to was marked by 
the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit 8G 
for identification, and made a part of this depo- 
sition.) [2642-434] 


The Witness: Petitioner’s Exhibit 8G is a photo- 
graph taken to show the guide and centering hole, 
that is, the square hole in the lower end of the cas- 
ing ‘tA’? which rides over the square shaft over rod 
‘‘E’*’ so as to maintain the casing in correct align- 
ment and absolutely prevent rotation of the casing 
with relation to the square shaft or the evlinder 
which represents the well bore. 

Q.1383: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Doble, I hand you 
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a scratcher, and ask you if you can identify the 
scratcher. 

A. Yes, this seratcher which you have handed 
to me is the scratcher which was run through the 
eylinder marked ‘‘F'1”’ in the test on May 27 taken 
in Long Beach. 

Mr. Lyon: I will ask that this scratcher be re- 
ceived in evidence as Petitioner’s [2642-435] Ex- 
hibit 8H. 

* + % 

Q.1384: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, Mr. Doble, I will 
hand you a further scratcher and ask you if you can 
identify this? pee Ves, Iocan: 

Q.1385: What is this scratcher? 

A. The scratcher which you have just handed to 
me is another one of the scratchers which we ran 
through a cylinder on May 27th in the hydraulic 
testing machine which I have been testifying in re- 
gard to. This particular scratcher has an over-all 
diameter of 8% inches, that 1s a diameter across the 
free ends of the wires of 8% inches. 

Q.136: How does this compare with the diameter, 
the over-all diameter of the scratcher Exhibit 8H ? 

A. It is an eight of an inch larger in diameter. 
It is 8% inches in diameter over the ends of the wires. 

Q.1387: What is Exhibit 8H? 

A. 8H is 834. 

Mr, Lyon: I will offer this scratcher in evidence 
as Petitioner’s Exhibit 81. 
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(The scratcher referred to was [2642-436] 
marked by the Notary Public as Petitioner’s 
xhibit 81, and made a part of this deposition.) 
Q.1388: (By Mr. Lyon): You say this Petition- 
er’s Exhibit 8I was also run in a test on May 27th? 
A. Yes, it was. 


Q.139: Through a cylinder? A. Yes 
Q.140: <A darkened cylinder? A. Yes, ‘sing 
Q.141: Was a tracing made? A. Yes, sig 


Q.142: Was a photograph made of the tracing? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q.143: J hand you two photographs, which I will 
mark as Petitioner’s Exhibits 8J and 8K, and ask 
you if you can identify these photographs? 


(The photographs referred to were marked 
by the Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibits 
8J and 8K, respectively, and made a part of 
this deposition.) 


The Witness: Petitioner’s Exhibits 8J and 8K 
are the tracings made in the evlinder ‘‘G,’’ and it 
will be observed that the letter ‘‘G1’’ was placed on 
the upper left-hand flange of Petitioner’s Exhibit 
8J, and that the letter ‘‘G2’’ was positioned in the 
upper left-hand [2642-437] flange of Exhibit SK. 
Tn this test Petitioner’s Exhibit 8I was mounted 
on the machine. The cylinder ‘‘G’’ was bolted to- 
gether so as to form a true cylinder. The inner sur- 
face was blackened, the scratcher, Exhibit 8I, was 
run down until the wires reached approximately or 
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idjacent the lower end of the cylinder, and then the 
lirection of travel of the casing ‘‘A’’ was reversed, 
nnd the scratcher was lifted until it left the bore of 
yvlinder ‘‘G,’’ and it will be observed that during the 
lownward travel the wires scratched a straight line 
intil they reached the lower point, at which point 
he reversal took place, and during which the body 
x collar portion of the scratcher was rotated, and 
ollowing the reversal the wires traced out a new 
yattern on the surface, inner surface of the cylinder, 
ind that line extends straight up and finally leaves 
he upper end of the cylinder. 

Q.144: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Doble, do you 
“now why—— 

A. Pardon me, I wanted to put this in: The ro- 
ation of Petitioner’s Exhibit 8I as I measured it 
vith relation to the casing ‘‘A’’ was for the one 
lown and out operation almost exactly one-quarter 
yf an inch, showing a greater rotation due to the 
onger length of the wires than was obtained in a 
sorresponding single stroke made by the wall clean- 
ng guide, [2642-438] Petitioner’s Exhibit SH dur- 
ng its travel down and up in a similar blackened 
sylinder. 

Q.145: Mr. Doble, vou have testified with respect 
0 the close tolerance Weatherford scratcher as 
shown in Exhibits 8D, 8E and 8F, and the fact that 
hat scratcher did not reverse. From your experi- 
ance with these scratchers can you state the reason 
for the reversals and the reason that the Weather- 
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ford seratcher of these exhibits that I have jus 
pointed out, did not reverse? 


* * * 


The Witness: Yes, I will be glad to do so. fi 
operating scratchers in a metal evlinder there is ; 
hmit as to the length which the wires can be made 
Beyond this limit the wires, that is, if you excee 
in length the critical length of the wire, the wire 
will engage the inner wall of the steel cylinder an 
will merely slide upwardly against the wall of th 
cylinder, whereas, if the wires are below that eriti 
cal length the ends of the wires will engage the inne 
surface of the cylinder and will fulerum about tha 
point of engagement and reverse in direction an 
will not skid up the inside of the evlinder bore. 

Q.146: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, Mr. Doble, in ; 
cement [2642-439] cylinder or in a evlinder simulat 
ing or in an oil well will such a non-reversal oceur 

A. It may or it may not. The chances are 1 
would not, because in some oil well conditions, th 
well bore is of a material that is softer in nature tha 
a steel evlinder, and there are certain irregularitie 
which the wires of the scratchers can or could lodg 
against and fulerum against, so that there would b 
or could be rotation in that type of operation ai 
against a smooth eylinder. 

Q.147: Ina producing sand of an oil well woul 
the wires slide upwardly or downwardly withou 
reversing ? 
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The Witness: In my opinion the wires would 
everse in a producing sand, even though they would 
iot reverse in a steel cylinder of the same diameter. 

Q.148: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, Mr. Doble, you 
nade some tests using a cement cylinder. Did you 
bserve any failure at all of the reversal in that 
ement cylinder? 

A. No, sir, I did not. [2642-440] 

Mr. Lyon: Let us take a short recess. 


(A short recess was here taken.) 


Q.149: (By Mr. Lyon): From the tests which 
ou have made, from the studies that vou have made 
f this matter, Mr. Doble, from an engineering 
tandpoint and from the evidence which is available, 
an you state whether or not in vour opinion the 
eratchers, Figures 14, 16 and 26 of the Jones & 
serdine report rotated during the tests that are 
eported in that report? 

Mr. Scofield: That is objected to as ealling for a 
onclusion based upon a hypothetical situation; also 
S improper rebuttal testimony. 

The Witness: Yes, sir, I believe there is clear 
vidence that the scratchers in the figures you have 
numerated rotate, as is exemplified in the cast ce- 
nent cylinders depicted in the Jones & [2642-441] 


3erdine report. 
X% * * 
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DEPOSITION OF KENNETH A. WRIGHT 
a witness produced on behalf of the Petitioner, h: 
ing been first duly sworn to testify the truth, 
whole truth and nothing but the truth, upon o 
interrogatories, deposed and testified as follows 


Direct Examination 
By Mr. Lyon: 


Q.1: Will you state your name? 

A. Kenneth A. Wright. 

Q.2: What is vour occupation, Mr. Wright? 

A. I ama manufacturer of oi! tools. 

Q.3: How long have you been in that business 

A. Since approximately mid-year 1939. 

Q.4: What type of tools? 

A. Tools used in cementing and well complet 
principally. 

Q.5: You are the Kenneth A. Wright who 
the patentee of U. 8S. Letters Patent Nos. 2374¢ 
and 2392352 and 2338372, are you not? 

A. I don’t know those numbers by memory, | 
if you will put them before me, why, I will e 
firm the numbers again. 

Q.6: All right, here they all are. 

The Witness: Mr. Reporter, would you rep 
the numbers so that I may identify them? [2644 

The Reporter: 2374317. 

The Witness: That is correct for that one. 

The Reporter: 2392352. 

The Witness: That is correct for that one. 

The Reporter: 2338372. 

The Witness: That is correct for that one. 
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have not examined the text. I am assuming that the 
cover page is correct. 

Q.7: (By Mr. Lyon): Myr. Wright, before your 
experience in this scratcher patent matter, did you 
ever have any patent experience before? 

A. Ihave never applied for a patent before that 
initial one that shows in this series just read. 

Q.8: Did you ever have anv dealings with pat- 
ents before you applied for your first patent as 
shown above ? 

A. I had a deal with a fellow in the early °20’s, 
and he was the applicant for a patent, and nothing 
came of it. 

Q.9: Did you ever enter into a patent contract 
of any kind or character before this contract of 
March 15, 1944? 

A. I don’t understand what you mean by ‘“‘pat- 
ent contract.’’ 

Q.10: Well, an agreement affecting patent 
rights. 

A. Well, there is some understanding [2644-3] 
between B & W and mvself. You exclude those? 

Q.11: Yes, I will exclude those in this. 

A. Other than that just mentioned, that one 
is the first one. 

Q.12: Did you ever have any knowledge of or 
acquaintance with a proceeding known as an inter- 
ference proceeding before your experience with 
your seratcher applications and patents? 

A. That is my first experience with patent in- 
terferences. 
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Q.13: Were you ever engaged in any patent 
htigation before this scratcher situation, either as a 
party or a witness? 

A. That is my first experience. 

Q.14: You have heard the testimony of Mr. 
Barkis, have you not? 

A. Most of it. I was not here every minute of 
his testimony. 

Q.15: When was B & W formed? 

A. I believe the incorporation date is June 25 
or 28, approximately, 1939. 

Q.16: What was the purpose of the formation 
of the B & W? 

A. To provide for a corporation relationship 
between Mr. Barkis and myself to develop and 
manufacture and [2644-4] sell oil tools. 

Q.17: At the time of the formation of B & W, 
did you have any particular tools or project in 
mind? 

A. At the time the B & W was formulated and 
subsequently incorporated, I had in mind the idea 
of abrading the well wall with devices on the cas- 
ing during cementation and during the landing of 
perforated screen. 

Q.18: Had you discussed that matter with Mr. 
Barkis before the formation of B & W? 

A. I had. 

Q.19: Did that idea have anything to do with 
the formation of B & W? 

A. It was part of the very basic arrangement 
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resulting in B & W becoming incorporated and 
going into the initial work. 

Q.20: Had you explained fully to Mr. Barkis 
your ideas with respect to a scratching of an oil 
well to remove the mud eake prior to the formation 
of B & W? 

A. The idea of abrading the wall accompanied 
by circulation was fully discussed. The specific 
tools came progressively later. 

Q.21: Are you a graduate engineer, Mr. Wright? 

A. My degree reads ‘‘Department of Geology, 
Bachelor of Science degree.’’ 

Q.22: Of what university? [2644-5] 

A. Stanford University. 

Q.23: What year? 

A. My diploma is dated in 1921, according to 
my recollection. 

Q.24: Since you graduated from Stanford Uni- 
versity to what industry have you devoted your 
time ? A. To the petroleum industry. 

Q.25: In that capacity what have you done? 

A. May I make an exception? 

O26: Yes. 

A. If the manufacturing of oil tools, selling and 
servicing them is part of that, that is my answer. 

Q.27: Since you graduated from Stanford Uni- 
versity what have you done in the oil industry? 

A. You mean by that my employment? 

Q.28: Yes, your employment. 

A. My initial employment after graduation was 
with the Associated Oil Company as a, then called 
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field geologist, which meant the combined duties of 
petroleum engineer, as we call it today, and a gen- 
eral association of the work with the development 
of the wells. The next employment, as I recollect, 
was with the Pan-American Petroleum Company, 
starting about mid-year 1923, and that employment 
was as a petroleum engineer, associated with the 
drilling and development of an oil field, [2644-6] 
drilling practice, and some production practice, and 
part of that was keeping the well records and de- 
termining the point at which total depth of the 
well, cementing depth of the well casing program 
and supervision of cementing operations, together 
with coring, surveying incidental to that type of 
work. 

In or about January, 1928, I was employed by a 
firm, corporation named Trinidad Leaseholds, Ltd., 
on the Island of Trinidad, British West Indies, as 
drilling superintendent for the eompany. I worked 
in Trinidad in that capacity until sometime in late 
1930 or thereabouts. 

In the fall of 1930, after returning from Trini- 
dad, I was associated with a company named 
Young Petroleum Corporation as _ vice-president 
and petroleum engineer, and that did not require 
my entire services, so I did some work as consultant 
to individuals requiring that tvpe of engineering 
service. 

In 1935 I was retained as a consultant for a 
company in Sydney and Adelaide, Australia, for 
geological work, and at the same time retained my 
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issociation with Young Petroleum Corporation. My 
ssociation with the Australian company termi- 
ated in or about November of 1938. It might have 
een October, I am not sure, and J returned to the 
JInited States, and shortly thereafter formed this 
issociation with Mr. Barkis, which has existed up 
intil this [2644-7] date. 

Q.29: Where did you first meet Mr. Barkis? 

A. My first acquaintance with Mr. Barkis starts 
vith—my acquaintance with Mr. Barkis starts 
hortly after I was employed by the Pan-American 
-etroleum Corporation. He came to work with the 
ompany shortly after my employment. 

Q.30: Are you acquainted with the exploratory 
vork done by Jones & Berdine of the Union Oi] Com- 
any ? 

A. Jam familiar with that report and the work 
hey did. 

Q.31: When did you first learn that they were 
loing that work or going to do that work? 

A. My present recollection is that the project 
vas already in operation when Mr. Barkis and I 
liscovered or found out about it, and _ that 
eriod. 

Q.32: Do you recall how you found out about 
t? 

A. My present recollection is that Mr. Jones 
yhoned Mr. Barkis and asked him to supply equip- 
nent for the operations which they had under 
servation. 
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Q.33: I believe I interrupted your previous ¢ 
swer, Mr. Wright. 

A. I have lost the trend of thought. 


(Previous answer read.) 


The Witness: I am not certain of the ex: 
date, but my recollection is December, 1939. 

Q.34: (By Mr. Lyon): Did you supply equ 
ment in [2644-8] accordance with Mr. Jones’ 
quest? A. Yes. 

Q.35: Did you take any of the equipment 
Mr. Jones yourself? 

A. Yes, I took, according to my present memo 
two devices over to the place where the operat 
they were conducting was taking place. 

Q.36: Are you familiar with the test apparat 
that was used? A. Yas...) aim: 

Q@.37: Are you familiar with the tests that we 
made ? 

A. Assuming I understand what you mean 
‘‘familiar’’ I know how they were carried out a 
the mechanics of their operation, and what tl 
purported to exhibit and demonstrate. 

Q.38: Were you present when any of the acti 
testing operations were performed, Mr. Wright? 

A. Well, if you would point out just what p: 
of the operation vou mean by ‘‘testing,”’ or shal 
proceed without that ? 

Q.39: Well, I will be glad to. I mean the aett 
mounting of the devices in the test apparatus a 
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» operation of the apparatus itself to perform 
» tests, was what I meant. [2644-9] 

A. Do you wish me to describe one? 

2-40: No, I want to know first: Were you 
sent ? 

A. I was present when the actual cementations 
re made on, I believe, two tests, meaning by that 
» period in which the mud fluid was pumped into 
> casing and discharged into the annulus and to 
» waste line, reciprocation of the casing during 
nentation, and the time when the cementation 
ually ceased. 

().41: Generally what type of devices were 
der test at the time that you were present? 

A. My present recollection was one of our de- 
es, that is, meaning by ‘‘our’’ there were more 
un one series of tests made on the same general 
uipment, and I do not recollect the particular de- 
7e or what company might have furnished the 
vice on the other one. 

Mr. Lyon: We will adjourn at this time until 
)0 o’elock. 


(A recess was here taken from 12:00 noon 
to 2:00 p.m.) 


Q.42: (By Mr. Lyon): You are familiar, you 
ite, with the apparatus that was used by Jones & 
srdine in making these tests at Dominguez Hill. 
ave you any photographic illustrations of that 
uipment, Mr. Wright? 

A. The equipment itself ? 


2220 Jesse E. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 

Q.43: Yes. [2644-10] A. The test wells‘ 

@.44: The test wells. 

A. The test wells, I think I have. 

Q.45: I hand you two photographs and ask ye 
if you ean identify these? 

A. Yes, sir, these appear to me to be phot 
graphs taken of the apparatus which Mr. Jones a1 
Mr. Berdine designed and built to earry out the 
tests, and the second one is not clear as the firs 
and I think part of it is a double exposure, but 
am not an expert in photography. 

Q.46: But both of these pictures are pictori 
representations of the test wells that were used - 
this Jones and Berdine determination, are they? 

A. Yes, they are. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer the two photographs | 
evidence as Petitioner’s Exhibits 4A1 and [2644-1: 
4A2. 

¥ * * 

Q.47: (By Mr. Lyon): You testified that yc 
were present when some of the test operations wet 
performed by Jones and Berdine. Do vou kno 
when that was? 

A. My present recollection is that these tes 
were in December, 1939, and I believe the first pai 
of January, 1940. 

Q.48: Was there more than one test operatio 
performed with B & W = scratehers by Jones an 
Berdine ? A. Yes, there was more than on 

Q.49: And these were all performed, were the 
during this period of time that vou have specifiec 
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1s you recollect ? A. That is correct. 

Q.50: Were all the tests performed with the 
same scratcher ? 

A. No. Let me ask you the question: You mean 
che same identical mechanical unit or 

Q.51: I mean the same identical mechanical unit 
irst, or units, unit or units. 

A. My recollection is that I gave Jones two 
s;cratchers, and those are the two which punched the 
10le in the canvas bag, and then I am of the opin- 
on that those two were reusable. [ have heard Mr. 
Jones’ testimony, and I note what he said, and I 
yelieve I supplied several more, [2644-12] but the 
xxact number I do not know, and I have very eare- 
‘ully examined his photographs so as to clear up 
ny memory, the best I can tell you. 

Q.52: You are familiar, then, with the photo- 
rraphs Mr. Jones took of this apparatus ? 

A. I saw the initial report which he made and 
vas given to the API, and obtained several copies 
yf the entire report on the day he gave the report, 
ind examined it thoroughly, and subsequently I 
ybtained what is now Exhibit L in this deposition, 
ind which has the photographs. 

).53: We will have to break that down a little 
vit. You were present, then, when Mr. Jones gave 
lis report at the API meeting, were vou ? 

A. At the Biltmore Hotel in Los Angeles. 

Q.54: When? 

A. My recollection is March 18 or 19, and the 
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date of the paper is whatever it reads. That is my 
best evidence. 

Q.55: The reprints, were they handed out at 
the time Mr. Jones gave his report? 

A. That is correct. They were on large—or 
tables along the wall, and this report of Mr. Jones 
and Mr. Berdine was a unit form, and along witl 
other papers which were given by other authors or 
other subjects, and my recollection was that it was 
one large envelope in which [2644-13] were con- 
tained the copies of the papers given at that par- 
ticular meeting. 

Q.56: You have also testified that you alsc 
obtained, and I presume for the purpose of this 
proceeding, the precise report, Exhibit L; is that 
correct ? A. I obtained that myself. 

Q.57: From where did you obtain that? 

A. From Mr. Henry A. Winter. 

Q.58: Where? 

A. I obtained it from him at his office in Whit- 
tier, California, when the Union Oil Company of- 
fices had been moved from Santa Fe Springs to 
Whittier, and he gave it to me personally. 

Q.59: Is Mr. Winter still in the employ of the 
Union Oil Company ? A. I believe he is. 

@.60: You have testified that vou are familiar 
with the photographs which accompanied this re- 
port, and I am handing vou Exhibits F, G, H, I, J 
and K, and ask you if these are the photographs 
that you refer to, or are these copies of the photo- 
graphs vou refer to? 
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A. May I compare them to the report? F is 
correct, G is correct, H is correct, I is correct, J is 
correct, and K is correct. 

Q.61: Then your answer is that these [2644-14] 
are the photographs that you stated you were 
familiar with? Agee Thateis correct: 

Q.62: Figure 14 shows a scratcher. Are you 
familiar with that scratcher ? A. Yes, I am. 

Q.63: Is that a seratcher that you furnished, or 
B & W furnished to Jones and Berdine? 

A. This is a secratcher which was furnished by 
B & W to Jones and Berdine. 

Q.64: Now, I hand you a photograph, Exhibit 
K, and I will call your attention to the fact that 
there are two billets. How many scratchers are 
there shown in that figure, in that exhibit? 

A. There appear to be four; one, two, three, four. 

@.65: Do the four scratchers appear to be the 
same ? 

A. There are two different, two separate billets, 
and in the upper part of the photograph are 
clearly seen two different scratchers, that is, one 
on each, with the outer ends formed reasonably the 
same, and in the lower two there is one on each 
that is not near as distinct. There is a chopped- 
away portion, meaning a chopped-away part of the 
cement to indicate the location of a device within the 
billet. [2644-15] 

Q.66: Do you have any recollection of any of 
these scratchers having been recovered from the 
cement billets ? 
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A. Iam under the memory and believe that one 
set, at least, were reused. 

Q.67: I hand you a photograph, Exhibit G, and 
TIT will ask you to tell me what that photograph 
shows ? 

A. This photograph shows the second general 
form we have used, a B & W scratcher, and is a 
modification of the one I have just referred to, Ex- 
hibit F, and I note in the wire and clip arrange- 
ments what I believe to be cement. 

Q.68: Will vou just mark what you are re- 
ferring to with the word ‘‘cement’’ with a lead line, 
Mr. Wright? A. What shall I put out here? 

Q.69: Just the word ‘“‘cement.’’ What does the 
appearance of that cement as you have marked it 
on the photograph Exhibit G indicate to you, Mr. 
Wright? 

A. That it was recovered from a previous test 
run and cleaned up and modified and reused. 

Q.70: Now, I show you a photograph, Exhibit 
I, and ask you if you ean identify that? 

A. Yes, that is a seratcher which B & W supplied 
to Mr. Jones and Mr. Berdine. 

Q.71: Was this what you would refer to as a 
third [2644-16] form? 

A. This is a third form used, disregarding the 
first form which did not ever arrive at a finalized 
observable test, if that is what you mean. 

Q.72: Considering all forms, that is, the first 
form that did not result in a finalized test, and the 
three forms of scratchers as shown in the photo- 
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raphs as you have identified them, Exhibits F, G, 
id I, how were the seratchers mounted ? 

A. All of these scratchers were mounted on the 
ree and a half inch casing, between rings which 
erated as upper and lower stops, and the devices 
ere free to slide between the stops and free to 
tate on this casing at all times. 

Q.73: I call your attention to the fact that there 
eno such stops shown in Figure 14. This in Figure 
t. How do you account for that? 

A. Well, I heard Mr. Jones’ testimony, and I 
ad previously asked him for an explanation, so I 
n aware of that, but wholly independent of that 
lis picture, if examined closely, shows no welding 
"any nature whatsoever or any engagement what- 
ever between the scratcher collar and the three 
ad a half inch casing and, in fact, close inspection 
10WS an open portion on the right-hand part of the 
oint where the collar and casing are adjacent 
) [2644-17] to each other. You can easily see it, you 
yuld push a knife blade down between there, or 
yme object of a thickness almost as thick as the 
ratcher collar itself, which I know to be 14 gauge. 
Q.74: Now, Mr. Wright, did vou observe any 
f the results of any of the tests conducted by 
ones and Berdine for the Union Oil Company ? 

A. I saw, as I remember, the billets after they 
ere recovered from the operation, which was ac- 
omplished by dismantling the devices, that is, the 
ast wells, from the apparatus, placing it on the 
round and unbolting the simulated wall, which was 
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a 7-inch steel casing, and then slitting the canvas, 
and the observations were made by the Union Oil 
Company men, principally Mr. Jones and Mr. 
Berdine. 

Q.75: From your observation of these tests, 
watching them, from your observation of the billets, 
that resulted from them, and from your knowledge 
of the structures as shown in these photographs, 
ean you state whether or not the scrateher rotated 
on the pipe during each of these tests? [2644-18] 


¥* % * 


The Witness: Well, observations during the c¢e- 
mentation of—— 

Q.76: (By Mr. Lyon): Just answer the ques- 
tion, can you or can’t you? 

A. Ian. I believe that the three sets of billets 
which are pictures in Exhibits K, J, and H, indicate 
and show that the device in each of those instances 
rotated on the casing between the stops during the 
period that the cement slurry was pumped past it. 

Q.77: At what part of the reciprocation did the 
scratchers rotate? 

A. The Seratchers, according to my analysis, ro- 
tate immediately 


* %* % 


The Witness: after the direction of recipro- 
cation takes place, and for a very short distance of 
travel thereafter. 

Q.78: (By Mr. Lyon): Did these seratchers ro- 
tate only during the time that the cement was being 
pumped in these simulated wells? 
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A. The secratehers while being reciprocated, when 
mounted in the manner indicated between these stop 
rings, rotates with the reciprocation and wholly ir- 
respective of the fluid that is passing by it. 

Q.79: Were any of these scratchers [2644-19] as 
shown in Exhibits F, G, and I, sold to the Union Oil 
Company? 

A. These scratchers shown in figures, Exhibits 
¥, I, and G, were not sold to the Union Oil Com- 
pany. 

Q.80: Were any scratchers sold to the Union Oil 
Company for their use in the Jones and Berdine 
tests ? A. None were by B & W. 

Q.81: To your knowledge, did the Union Oil 
Company purchase scratchers from B & W about 
this time? 

A. The Union Oil Company started buying 
seratchers from B & W shortly after the tests were 
econeluded, and I don’t know the exact date other 
than what I have seen brought into evidence here. 

Q.82: Was the purchase of the scratechers by the 
Union Oil Company the result of any recommenda- 
tion made by Jones and Berdine, to your knowledge? 

A. It was my understanding or my information 
at that time that scratchers made by B & W were to 
be, were recommended to the Union Oil Company 
for standard practice—usage, I mean by that, and 
such recommendations were made. 

Ores: It is true, is it noty Ne WWanght, that the 
reason that you furnished these scratchers to Jones 
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and Berdine for these tests was to get such recom- 
mendation, if possible; was it not ? [2644-20] 


* * * 


Q.84: (By Mr. Lyon): To your knowledge, 
were you or were you not in competition with other 
manufacturers endeavoring to furnish equipment or 
methods of Jones and Berdine for accomplishing this 
same purpose ? 

A. Yes, the whole set of observations and tests 
which Jones and Berdine carried out were, to some 
degree, competitive between manufacturers to sup- 
ply something that they could take and use and ob- 
tain satisfactory cementations in their field opera- 
tions. 

Q.85: During the time that these Jones and 
Berdine tests were being carried out, do you have 
any recollection of carrying on any other operations 
with the B & W scratchers? 

A. Coincidental with, or simultaneously, about 
the same time that these tests were being carried 
out, Mr. Barkis and myself concluded this was a 
satisfactory, usable tool to use in the petroleum in- 
dustry in the cementing of wells, and decided to 
spend the money to go into it in an extensive way, 
as far as our finances would permit. 

Q.86: 1 notice that in the Jones and Berdine re- 
port these devices are called ‘‘scratcher.’’? Did you 
use that term when you started to exploit these 
scratchers of B & W? [264-21] 

A. We used the term ‘‘seratchers’’ between our- 
selves, and very limitedly otherwise. 
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Q.87: Why? 

A. Well, the word ‘‘scratch,’’ and J am speaking 
now of 1939 and 1940, is a word which oil field op- 
erators, and I mean by that the people who are re- 
sponsible for getting the casing into the bore hole, 
was extremely objectionable, and it implied an oper- 
ation which could result in casing being stuck, and a 
failure to get the casing to the bottom, and other re- 
marks, but principally the device would scratch the 
filter cake off to a point and to a degree that would 
hazard the casing becoming placed at its objective 
point. 

Q.88: So in the early operations you adopted 
another name for these devices; is that correct? 

A. We discussed at great lengths what name we 
should give it, and concluded that the words ‘wall 
cleaning guide’’ would be the best name. 

Q.89: Now, you stated that during the Jones 
and Berdine tests that you had another operation 
using these scratchers. What was that other oper- 


ation ? A. You mean the actual cementation ? 
Q.90: Where was it located? 
A. A well? 


Q.91: Yes. [2644-22] 

A. Well, we sold to Thomas Kelly & Sons, an 
oil field operator of Long Beach, Rosecrans area, a 
set of scratchers to be used on a well that they 
termed McMillan Community No. 1 in the Rosecrans 
Field. 

Q.92: Where was that well located ? 

A. It was in the southeast portion of the Rose- 
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erans Oil Field, near the Redondo Beach Boule- 
vard-Main Street intersection. 

Q.93: Who sold that job to Thomas Kelly & 
Sons, do you recall? 

A. I believe I sold the 

Q.94: Who did you sell on using the scratchers ? 

A. I sold Mr. Laurence Kelly and his brother 
Maurice Kelly. 

Q.95: When, with relation to the actual use of 
the scratchers, did you sell them on the idea of 
using them? 

A. The actual confirmation of sale took place 
on the—as I recollect it, on the morning or the 
previous afternoon, but I believe it was the morning 
of the day that the casing was started into the hole. 

Q.96: Had you known either Laurence or Buck 
or Maurice Kelly before that time? 

A. Yes, I had known the two Kelly boys for 
some time before. 

Q.97: That is, you had known them for some 
time [2644-23] before you sold them on this use of 
seratchers ? 

A. Yes, IT had known the Kellys for several 


years. 

Q.98: Did the Kellys make any inquiry at the 
time you sold them as to how these seratchers or 
well cleaning guides, or whatever you called them at 
that time, were to be mounted on the casing? 

A. Yes, sir, they asked me how they operated 
and what they would accomplish if they purchased 
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them, and how it would affect their particular prob- 
lem on that well. 

Q.99: Were any arrangements to be made with 
the Kellys as to who was to supervise the installa- 
tion of these scratchers ? 

A. Mr. Kelly asked me if they purchased would 
we come to the well and supervise the entire oper- 
ation, and J mean by ‘‘supervise’’ within the limi- 
tation that sellers or vendors of equipment ordi- 
narily extend their operations. 

Q.100: Now, did you go to the Community No. 
1 Well? A. At what time? 

Q.101: At any time. 

A. On the afternoon of December 30, 1939, I 
went to the well, and it is according to my recol- 
lection J took the scratchers to the well, but Mr. 
Barkis was [2644-24] there simultaneously, so I 
don’t recall whether he went in his car and me in 
mine, but these scratchers were taken to the Me- 
Millan Community No. 1 Well on that date. 

@.102: By you? 

A. According to my recollection, I took them. 

Q.103: How many scratchers ? 

A. There were twenty-three scratchers used on 
that well, according to my records and recollection. 

Q.104: What size were the scratchers ? 

A. The scratchers were for use on 65-inch 
mr i casing. 

Q.105: Were the scratchers mounted on the 
easing ? 
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A. The seratchers were mounted on the casing 
at the well rack. 

Q.106: Did anybody supervise the installation of 
these scratchers on the casing? 

A. I supervised the installation. 

Q.107: Of all twenty-three scratchers? 

A. Yes, that is right, every one. 

Q.108: Did you inform anyone as to how the 
scratchers were to he mounted on the casing? 

A. Yes. 

Q.109: Who did you so inform? 

A. The welder which Thomas Kelly & Sons had 
employed to do the mounting. [2644-25] 

Q.110: Do you remember that welder’s name? 

A. I didn’t remember it at that time, but sub- 
sequent incidents have made his name familiar to 
me. 

@.111: Was anyone else present at that time? 

A. Do you mean by that the time in which 
the 

Q.112: Your seratchers were mounted on the 


casing. 

A. Yes, there were other people present. 

O13: “Who 

A. My present recollection is the time when the 
operation started, I mean by that, the mounting of 
the ecasing—of the seratehers on the casing was in 
the middle or late afternoon, getting near the time 
of tour change, which would be at 4:00 o’clock in 
the pan. Mr. Laurence Kelly and Mr. Maurice 
Kelly were there during at least the start of the 
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mounting, and for a considerable time because, let 
me interject, they were interested in seeing what 
the device looked like and how they were mounted, 
and, in further particulars, that the location of them 
on the casing coincided with the location as far as 
they would be in the well when the casing was 
cemented in relation to the electric log observations, 
which indicated some productive sands were in the 
well above the point where they were to cement the 
658 casing. 

@.114: Who else was present? 

A. Mr. Sweetzer was there at some [2644-26] 
time. 

@.115: Who else? 

A. And later he was there continuously, as I 
recollect it; the welder I have just referred to, the 
drilling crew which was then coming out of the 
hole, and the driller I was personally acquainted 
with, Mr. Ernest Edmonds, and I believe one man 
of his crew was a man I had known, and the man 
that came 

Q.116: Who was that man? 

A. Right now I believe it was Gioia, but the 
report is the best evidence. 

Q.117: Gioia? 

A. Yes, Gioia, and when the afternoon tour came 
on and—at this moment I don’t remember any 
name in that crew. 

Q.118: Do you recall the incident of one of 
these joints of casing slipping off the rollers at 
that time? 
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A. If I may correct you, slipped off the blocks 
which were used to prop up the scratchers from 
dropping down on the casing, the rig walk, and 
when they pulled it up with the cat line I con- 
firmed no damage was done. 

Q.119: How did you confirm it? 

A. By rotating it on the casing, so that we 
were very sure that the thing was free. 

Q.120: Did you finish your previous answer? 

A. No. [2644-27] 

Q.121: If you will, please. Don’t let me in- 
terrupt you. 

I wanted to state, and I don’t know whether 
I have or not, all the scratchers mounted on this 
654-inch casing were under my supervision mounted 
between beads built up on the casing by this welder, 
and these rows of beads, I mean by ‘‘rows”’ around 
the casing, were approximately twelve inches apart, 
so that the seratcher had the amount of travel of 
about twelve inches, minus the width of the collar 
of the serateher, and were all free to turn and to 
slide, and I mean ‘‘rotate’’ when I say “‘turn.”’ 

Q.122: So that the only way that these scratchers 
were supported on the casing at this Kelly Well 
was due to the fact that they were shld over the 
end of the casing; is that correct? 

A. Well, I don’t understand your question, Mr. 
Lyon. 

Mr. Lyon: Just read it. 


(Question read by the reporter.) 
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The Witness: Well 
wee. (by Ma Lyon): If it is “Not correct, 

state where it is incorrect. 

A. Slid over the end of the casing is indeter- 
minate. You have got to do something else beyond 
that [2644-28] or they will fall off. 

Q.124: All right, what else did you have to do? 

A. The rows of beads were formed on the casing 
by the welder above and below each scratcher ap- 
proximately twelve inches apart, and in no manner 
whatsoever connected to the scratcher. I am speak- 
ing of the beads. 

Q.125: What joint of the casing in this par- 
ticular well were the scratchers mounted upon, do 
you recall, joint or joints? 

A. According to my present recollection these 
scratchers were, several were put on the shoe joint, 
which means the first joint going in the hole, and 
subsequently becomes the bottom joint of the string, 
and then they were positioned on joints above that 
at places indicated by the electric log where sub- 
sequent perforation might take place in the event 
they wanted to produce the well from those levels, 
and I mean by this there were one or more oil 
sands above the one which was to be the initial 
producer. 

Q.126: And how far apart were the scratchers 
positioned, do you recall? 

A. I think, my recollection is five or six feet. 

Q.127: Now, was this casing subsequently run 
in the hole? 
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A. Yes, this casing was run into, this [2644-29] 
65-inch was run into this well, MeMillan Com- 
munity No. 1, with the scratchers on it. 

Q.128: When, in the series of running the en- 
tire casing in the hole, were the joints run in the 
hole that carried the scratchers ? 

A. I don’t quite understand. 

Q.129: Were they run in first or last? 

A. They were run in first, starting at the shoe 
joint, and then in numerical sequence, and by that 
IT do not mean that the second joint had scratchers 
on it. It might have been joints 3, 4, or 5, or some 
combination of that nature. 

Q.130: That is, they were sent to the bottom of 
the hole, then? A. That is correct. 

Q.131: Do you recall the depth of the hole? 

A. I have heard the testimony here, so I am 
familar with the exact depth, but I knew it was 
roughly 7,500 feet. I mean by that, the depth at 
which the casing was run. 

Q.132: Were you present when the pipe was run 
in the hole? 

A. I was present from the start of the oper- 
ation of running the casing until the cementation 
was completed. [2644-30] 

Q.133: For how long a period of time was that, 
Mr. Wright ? 

A. My recollection is the afternoon tour on De- 
eember 30 until about mid-tour of the afternoon 
tour on December 31. 

Q.134: How many hours would that be? 
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A. Which would make about twenty-four hours 
running. 

Q.135: You mean you were continuously present 
there for the entire 24-hour period? 

A. Well, if being absent is laying down in your 
car or sitting on what we eall the lazy bench, I was 
at the rig at that time. 

Q.136: Why did you stay at the rig? 

A. Well, this was a very critical operation in the 
fortunes of B & W, and a project of my own per- 
sonal invention, and I considered myself the most, 
the party at interest most, the most party at inter- 
est, as they call it. The success or the failure of the 
outcome affected me personally in a very substantial 
amount. 

Q.137: Now, what was the form of the scratcher 
used, I mean that was sold to Thomas Kelly & 
Sons, and which you instructed the mounting of, as 
you have testified ? 

A. Well, it is a modification of this form used 
and pictured in Exhibit I of the Jones [2644-31] 
report. 

Q.188: We have a number of scratchers here in 
this room. Is that scratcher exemplified by any 
scratcher here in the room? 

A. There has been one offered in evidence here 
which 

Q.139: Will you pick out just which one that is? 

A. The devices used on the 64-inch casing on 
the Kelly Well are, to my best recollection, just like 
Petitioner’s Exhibit A. 
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Q.140: There are also exhibits in this room. Are 
there any exhibits here which are like the scratcher 
shown in Exhibit I, Figure 26 of the Jones report? 
If there are, will you pick those out. 

You have produced two scratchers here. What 
are their exhibit numbers? 

A. May I interrupt? Did I correctly under- 
stand ? 

(Record read by the reporter.) 


The Witness: These are, to my best recollection 
and observation, identical to Figure 26 or Exhibit 
I, with the limitation that the wire on one device 
has a smaller diameter than the one on the other, 
and they are known as Petitioner’s Exhibit M, with 
the wire which is of greater diameter 

Q.141: And the other exhibit is what? 

A. Petitioner’s Exhibit KKK, as the wires 
with [2644-32] the smaller diameter. 

Q.142: You have a recollection of the scratcher 
which was used by Jones and Berdine and shown 
in Exhibit I, do you? A. Yes, I do. 

Q.143: Of the Exhibits M and KKK what is 
your recollection as to which one shows the eorrect 


wire ? 

A. ITtis my recollection that Petitioner’s Exhibit 
M has the wire diameter that we used. 

Q.144: That is the larger wire diameter? 

A. The larger wire diameter. 

Q.145: State whether or not you were instru- 
mental in the forming of the seratcher which is 
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shown in Exhibit I of the Jones and Berdine re- 
port? A. I am. 

Q.146: You selected the wire, did you, at that 
time ? 

A. That is my recollection, I did. 

Q.147: And it is your construction and design, 
the manner in which the wires are held on the collar 
by clips, is it? 

A. That is my construction or direction, which- 
ever is the proper word here—invention might be 
used, if it is a correct application of the word. 

Q.148: Now, was there anv instrumentality de- 
veloped by you for forming these wires at the time 
the scratcher [2644-33] of Exhibit I was formed? 

A. This bend which occurs, which I will describe 
as the first bend from the outer end, starting with 
the outer end of the wire, and approaching the body 
of the device, that particular bend was done out at 
the location where this operation took place. 

Q.149: That is, at the Dominguez Hill operation? 

A. Yes, those bends were put in the wire out 
there. 

Q.150: Who put those bends in the wire out 
there? 

A. I put some of them in and I believe Mr. 
Berdine put some in after the pattern was showed 
him. 

Q.151: What do vou mean by ‘‘the pattern was 
showed him?’’ Who showed it to him? 

A. I did. I think he did some while I was doing 
the other. 


2240 Jesse lf}. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 

Q.152: You recall this precise scratcher of Ex- 
hibit I, and the placing of these particular bends in 
the wire; is that correct? 

A. That is correct, although there was another 
workman there. I don’t remember whether he 
might have bent one or two of the wires. 

Q.153: How many of these scratchers did you so 
bend? 

A. Only two, according to my recollection, were 
made [2644-34] in this form, Petitioner’s Exhibit 
M. 

Q.154: State whether or not, according to your 
recollection, Exhibit M correctly illustrates the pre- 
cise manner in which the wires were bent at that 
time ? 

A. It is my belief that this device, Exhibit M, 
and also Petitioner’s Exhibit KKK are true replicas 
of the device shown in Exhibit I, and that means in 
every detail. 

Q.155: Inote in Exhibits M and KKK that there 
are balls on the ends of the wires. What are those? 

A. Which do you refer to, the Exhibit M or 
the 

Q.156: I said there are balls on the ends of 
the wires, what are they? 

A. There are balls on the ends of the wires of 
Petitioner’s Exhibit M and Petitioner’s Exhibit 
KAKA, and also there are portrayals of balls on the 
end of those portrayed in Figure 26, Exhibit I, 
and the balls on the end of the two devices just 
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mentioned are an effort to truly reproduce the de- 
vice shown on Exhibit J. 

Q.157: Do you have any knowledge of the for- 
mation of those balls on the end of the wires in 
the scratcher of Exhibit I? 

A. My recollection is that that was done after 
I left, but with the understanding that it would 
be done, [2644-35] so as to prevent the cutting of 
the canvas. 

Q.158: Did you have any understanding at that 
time as to how it was to be done? 

A. The welder, according to my memory, would 
touch it with some particular rod or brazing rod, 
I don’t remember which, so that no damage would 
be done to the spring steel structure. 

Q.159: These two scratchers like Exhibit M then 
were formed, the wires bent while you were present 
at the Dominguez Hill location, and in the com- 
pany of Mr. Berdine? That is as I understand your 
testimony. 

A. That is my recollection at this time. 

Q.160: Were you present and did you observe 
any running of these scratchers in the hole, I mean 
the simulated well? 

A. No, I didn’t actually witness these running 
in the hole, because that expression does not fit 
exactly what took place, Mr. Lyon. 

Q.161: All right, were you present when a test 
operation was conducted ? 

A. If I may enlarge a bit, these devices were, 
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according to my memory, assembled on the ground 
in proper sequence and then hoisted into place. 

Q.162: <All right, how were they assembled on 
the ground, then? [2644-36] 

A. Well, a steel shell, which is described in the 
Jones paper, was on the ground. The canvas bag 
was inserted, or the opposite might have taken 
place. I don’t remember whether they put the shell 
around the canvas or shoved it down in there, and 
then the casing with the devices on it was pushed 
into the simulated well and the apparatus all as- 
sembled and then raised into position, and finally 
came into the position like those shown in an earlier 
photograph which was introduced here. That is the 
way some of them were done, according to my un- 
derstanding, although I did not see all of them by 
any means. 

Q.163: You saw this operation, as you have tes- 
tified, performed, however? A. Yes. 

Q.164: Now, let’s go back to this Kelly Well. 
We had, I believe, got the first few joints of casing 
lowered into the hole with the scratchers on those 
joints and, as I understand it, you continued to stay 
at the well during the time the casing was lowered. 
Do you reeall anything that oceurred during the 
lowering of that casing in the well? 

Ad 7 wes, Eh do: 

Q.165: What? 

A. Some time not too long after the seatcher- 
mounted casing was lowered into the well to the 
depth [2644-37] below the surface casing the cir- 
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culation returns coming out of the overflow started 
diminishing, and as more and more casing was put 
in, why, it became observed that no returns at all 
or overflow occurred at each time a joint of casing 
was lowered into the well, and after more casing 
was—this occurring of no returns persisted, and 
you could not determine the fluid level between the 
7-inch—correction, 69 casing and the annular space, 
or any annular space, and then the casing became 
slightly logy, as observed by the weight indicator, 
and it became increasingly logy until sometime on 
morning tour it was so logy that it was concluded 
that no more casing could be put in the well without 
resorting to circulation. 

Q.166: Who made that determination? 

A. It was decided by Mr. Kelly, but it was de- 
cided by first asking me: ‘‘Can we reciprocate and 
circulate with those scratchers on the casing?’’ and 
I said, ‘‘ You can.’’ So the circulation head was put 
in the 65£-inch casing and the pumps started, and 
the rig pumps were not able to break circulation, 
although the casing was very close to being stuck, 
that is, but movement was able to be continued, so 
the Kellys and Mr. Sweetzer and myself concluded 
the thing to do was to—— 

Q.167: Was Mr. Sweetzer there at the time? 

A. I believe Mr. Sweetzer was—decided that 
the [2644-38] only thing to do was to call for a 
cementing truck, which it is customary to have on 
it pumps which are capable of pumping at a much 
higher pressure than are normally found at the 
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well. We were able to keep the casing free until 
the cement truck arrived and got it connected up, 
and with the aid of the pumps on the cementing 
truck we were able to obtain circulation and the 
casing became increasingly freer, during which time 
the reciprocation was carried on, and when this 
operation was determined to be completed, that is, 
that the well was in condition that more casing 
should be attempted to be put in, we went ahead 
with adding more joints and stopping to circulate 
the reciprocate, and the test, more or less, for de- 
cision was the weight indicator. And so we ¢on- 
tinued that program until the ultimate depth at 
which the well was cemented was arrived at. 

Q.168: Do you recall how many times you had 
to stop and recirculate? 

A. No, I don’t know exactly, but I have a vague 
idea it would be—not vague idea, I have some ideas 
on it. 

Q.169: What are your ideas? 

A. Probably five or six times. 

Q.170: Was the casing ultimately lowered to the 
desired depth in the well? [2644-39] 

A. The casing was lowered to a depth just a 
few feet short of where they bad originally intended 
to cement it, and I don’t remember whether that 
was five feet or approximately that amount of 
footage. 

Q.171: Mr. Wright, did you at any time publish 
an instruction sheet with reference to the mounting 
of these seratchers on the easing? 
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A. Yes, we did. 

Q.172: J hand you Exhibit B and ask you if that 
is the instruction sheet to which vou have just re- 
ferred ? 

A. This is a copy of the instruction sheet. This 
particular paper, I recognize this as being a second 
or third run of those instruction sheets. 

Q.173: When were these instruction sheets got- 
ten out by your company, if they were? 

A. I believe they were available for distribution 
in the latter part of January. 

Q.174: Of what year? 

A. Of 1940, although it might have been the first 
part of February. 

Q.175: This instruction sheet, Exhibit D, no- 
where states what the ultimate result of the mounting 
will be. Why? [2644-40] 

% * % 


The Witness: Well, in the first place, this de- 
vice is used on casing, and I mean by that easing 
used in oil wells. The casing is round, that is, within 
the limits of manufacturing tolerances which have 
been established and known and used for many, many 
vears prior to this instruction sheet having been 
printed or blueprinted. The illustrations, both left 
and right, as well as the text shows how the devices 
are to be positioned on the casing and what retains 
them at those particular locations on the casing. 
This instruction sheet savs: ‘‘ Build beads,”’ 4 beads 
to be exact, ‘‘around the circumference of the cas- 
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ing,’ and thev have the beads, according to this in- 
struction sheet, a total distance of 14 inches apart. 
It savs build the beads to have a square shoulder. 
The draftsman indicates a square shoulder, and the 
text says that the device stands still while one foot 
of travel of the casing takes place, and that means 
while the casing and guide are being run into the 
well, because it refers to drillers, who would be the 
people who would run the casing in the ground, so the 
device is indicated to be a round collar [2644-41] de- 
vice. The casing in the industry has a tolerance for 
diameters of three-quarters of one per cent for most 
all sizes, and that is on a plus or minus basis, meaning 
that if a casing were to be ten inches, for example, the 
maximum diameter could be 1/10th of an inch above, 
and the normal would be 10 inches, and the mini- 
mum diameter would be 1/10th of an inch below 
10 inches. I am using an illustration which, in that 
case, would be a tolerance between the largest di- 
ameter and the smallest diameter of 2/10ths of an 
inch, or almost a quarter of an inch, so that actually 
between those beads positioned 14 inches apart that 
diameter could be, if the casing were 10 inches in the 
illustration I am using, a difference of diameter out- 
side of 2/10ths of an inch. I do not wish to infer that 
10-inch casing is used in the industry because T don’t 
know its normal—1034 or 94, in that range of 
sizes—so there is the device, round, mounted on a 
casing that is round, that will slide up and down and 
free in all other respects of the casing, and then 
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if we combine all that with the word ‘‘reverses’* up 
here, and the exact points when the wires engage 
the wall of the hole in a different direction after 
each reversal, or coincidental with each reversal, the 
rotation of the device and the evidence that is meant 
and shown to be rotatably mounted and does rotate, 
is all there to people who wish to examine it for 
what it savs. [2644-42] 

% x * 

Q.176: (By Mr. Lyon): To whom were the in- 
struction sheets like Petitioner’s B distributed, Mr. 
Wright ? 

A. ‘Those instruction sheets were given out to the 
welders and engineers at the time a delivery of 
equipment was made to a well or warehouse. 

Q.177: Who got up this instruction sheet, Ex- 


hibit B? A. Mr. Barkis, I believe. 
Q.178: When? A. Early in January, 1940. 


Q.179: How does this illustration on this imstruc- 
tion sheet compare with the manner of mounting the 
seratchers on a casing at the Kelly Well? 

A. This example shown on the lower right-hand 
portion of Petitioner’s Exhibit B is identical with 
the manner in which the scratchers were mounted 
on the Kelly Well. 

Q.180: Was this Exhibit B the first [2644-43] 
piece of literature gotten out by vour corporation ? 

A. That is according to my present recollection. 

Q.181: What was the next piece of literature 
gotten out by vour corporation ? 
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A. Bulletin No. 101 was the next literature. 

Q.182: That is Exhibit A? 

A. This is the next piece of advertising or litera- 
ture put out by B & W. 

Q.188: Do vou have any independent recollection 
as to when the Bulletin No. 101 was circulated by 
B& W? 

A. Bulletin No. 101 was circulated in the early 
part of March, 1940. 

Q.184: You stated that you were present at the 
API meeting on March 19, 1940, at which My. Jones 
delivered his paper. When, with respect to that, was 
Bulletin No. 101 circulated? 

A. Just a few days prior to the address of Mr. 
Jones on that date. 

Q.185: How many of them were sent out at that 
time, do vou recall? 

A. No, I don’t remember exactly how many. 

Q.186: Were there 5, 10, a hundred, 200, or what ? 

A. My present recollection is that there would 
have been—that there was 250. 

Q.187: To whom were they sent? [2644-44] 

A. To the oil field operators, that is, I mean by 
that the employees of oil-producing companies here 
in California. 

Q.188: What tvpe of employees? 

A. Such as engineers, drilling superintendents, 
foremen, and superintendents, to people which are 
directly associated with the drilling of the well. 


* * * 
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Q.189: (By Mr. Lyon): Do you reeall any inci- 
dent that occurred at the API meeting at the Bilt- 
more Hotel on March 19, 1940, which would enable 
you to establish any one person who received a copy 
of this Bulletin 101? 

Mr. Scofield: We will stipulate that A. H. 
Bell did. 

The Witness: I was going to 

Mr. Lyon: I will accept the stipulation. 

Q.190: After Bulletin 101 was published and 
distributed, what was the next piece of literature or 
advertising material published by your corporation ? 

A. The next advertising literature sent out by 
B & W was a blue on white publication which was 
presented in evidence here this morning, and I will 
read the title if you [2644-45 ] 

Q.191: Exhibit what? 

A. Petitioner’s Exhibit WWW. 

Q.192: After that what was the next piece of 
literature published by B & W? 

A. Bulletin 102 was the next bulletin published. 

Q.193: And that is exhibit what? 

A. Applicant’s Exhibit 7. At this time I am 
disregarding any magazine advertising which might 
have appeared, and I do not know of any at that 
time, but I am talking about bulletins like this 
when I answer your question. 

Q.194: After Bulletin 102, Appheant’s Exhibit 
7, what was the next advertising material published 
by B & W, other than possibly magazine advertise- 
ments? Was it the B & W Bulletin 104? 
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A. Bulletin 104 was the next bulletin published. 

Mr. Lyon: Bulletin 104 is Appheant’s Exhibit 8. 

The Witness: What is the question ? 

Mr. Lyon: There isn’t any question. 

Q.195: J hand you, Mr. Wright, Petitioner’s 
Exhibit YY Y, and I will ask you if you can relate 
what you know about the exhibit and to whom it 
was presented, when, and under what circumstances ? 

A. This device, Petitioner’s Exhibit YYY, 1s 
one of some seratchers that I had manufactured 
according [2644-46] to my instructions about June, 
1947, and the manufacture of this device, and I 
mean by that this particular identical type of device, 
was brought about by a eonference between four 
individuals of Gulf Research & Development Asso- 
ciation and myself and Mr. Barkis. 

Q.196: Who were those four individuals? 

A. Dr. Wescott, Mr. Vollmer, Mr. A. J. Teplitz, 
and Mr. Kennedy, Dr. Kennedy, I believe. The 
conference 

Q.197: Where did this conference take place? 

A. The conference took place in one of the build- 
ines of the Research Department of the Gulf Re- 
search & Development Corporation at Harmarville, 


Pennsylvania. 

Q.198: You have named who was present? 

A. Yes. 

€) 199: « When? 

A. My recollection is that this conference took 
place in mid-June, 1947. 

Q.200: Will you state as nearly as you can the 
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conversation that was had at that time and place? 

A. Well 

Q.201: Are you unable to give the precise con- 
versation ? 

A. I am not able to give the precise conver- 
sation but my recollection of the substance of it was 
that the Gulf Company preferred a device with a 
coil spring [2644-47] base—strike ‘‘base’’—with a 
coil spring wire, and were interested in procuring 
more than one source as a supply, although they 
stated they were not the purchaser or related to 
the purchasing department, and we stated—I stated 
to the Gulf Research men present that as of that 
time we were of the opinion that we could make a 
device of that nature because of certain incidents 
which had taken place prior. I mean by that their 
present suppher had stopped paying royalties and 
had been placed on notice of infringement, and we 
were legally permitted to make a device of that 
nature. 


*% * * 

Q.202: (By Mr. Lyon): Had you been advised 
by anyone with respect to the statements which you 
made in your preceding answer, Mr. Wright? 

A. I had been advised. 

Q.203: By whom? 

A. By Mr. William Maxwell, a patent solicitor. 

Mr. Lyon: Will you read the answer, Mac, 
before we get any further along, that he objected to? 


(Answer read as requested.) 
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Q.204: (By Mr. Lyon): State whether or not i 
was stated at that time that the Gulf wanted a coil 
spring scratcher? 

A. I believe I have just stated that in [2644-48] 
my answer, Mr. Lyon, that the Gulf Oil Company at 
that time desired a coil spring type scratcher. 

Q.205: <As a result of that conference did you 
agree to submit to the Gulf a coil spring scratcher ‘ 

A. It is my recollection that I stated we would 
submit a scratcher to them. 

Q.206: Did you submit a coil spring seratche1 
to them in accordance with that agreement ? 

My. Scofield: We will stipulate to that. 

The Witness: Upon my return to Los Angeles 
from this conference in Pittsburgh, at Harmarville. 
I had constructed two, my recollection is 514 ineh 
seratchers, and sent them to the Gulf Research 
& Developing Corporation, to either Mr. Wescott, 
to Dr. Wescott or Vollmer, I do not recall which. 

Q.207: When? 

A. I believe the letter is dated June 30, 1947. 

My. Seofield: We will stipulate that. 

Q.208: (By Mr. Lyon): Did vou receive any re- 
sponse to the submission of this coil spring scratcher 
to the Gulf Company ? 

Mr. Scofield: Again it can be stipulated he got 
an answer, and if the letter is furnished I will stip- 
ulate to the letter. 

The Witness: I do not remember the [2644-49] 
question. 

(Question read by the reporter.) 
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The Witness: I received a letter recognizing— 
strike ‘‘recognizing’’—I received a letter which 
stated that the devices had been received. 

Q.209: (By Mr. Lyon): Did you ever receive 
any other communication from the Gulf Company, 
any other communication of any kind from the Gulf 
Company, with respect to these coil type secratchers ? 

A. I do not recollect any other correspondence 
originating with them, except in response to a letter 
by me. 

Q.210: Did you at any time communicate with 
the Gulf Company by letter with reference to these 
particular scratchers that vou forwarded to them, 
as you state, with vour letter of June 30, 1947? 

A. Yes, I wrote to them again. 

O211: When? 

A. My present recollection is late in 1948, and I 
believe it is October or November. 

Mr. Scofield: We will stipulate that the scratch- 
ers were returned. 

Q.212: (By Mr. Lyon): What was the purpose 
of that letter? 

A. The purpose of the letter was to determine if 
anything had ever been done with the scratchers in 
the way of testing, or what had become of them, 
were they still in their possession. [2644-50] 

Q.213: In response to that letter did you receive 
the scratchers back? 

A. I did receive the two scratchers back. 

Q.214: Did you receive any other communica- 
tion? 
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A. I don’t recollect at this time a letter. 

Q.215: Did you or B & W ever sell a scratcher 
of this coil type like Exhibit YYY ? 

A. Nota single one was ever sold of this identi- 
cal design which is standing, setting before me, and 
I wish to make a comment that J am not in any 
manner referring to our model known as a Nu-coil 
seratcher. 

Q.216: This scratcher differentiates from the 
Nu-coil scratcher in one of many respects, the one 
being, for the purpose of identification in this case, 
the wires are mounted on studs on the inside of 
the collar; is that correct? 

Mr. Scofield: Who is testifying? 

Q@217: (By Mroliyon): Is that correct? 

A. That is correct. 

Mr. Scofield: I object to the statement of 
counsel. 

Q.218: (By Mr. Lyon): And that is not true of 
this Nu-coil seratcher? A. That is correct. 

Q.219: So that I would be correct in referring to 
this coil scratcher as a coil spring with an inside 
stud mounting; is that correct? [2644-51] 

A. That is correct, ‘‘this’’ being Petitioner’s 
Exhibit YYY. 

Q.220: Did you at any time before these scratch- 
ers like Exhibit YY Y were returned to you have any 
conversation with any party in the Gulf Company 
with respect to the seratchers which you forwarded 
to them, as you have stated, with your letter of 
June 30, 1947? 
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A. Will you please read that question slowly? 


(Question read by the reporter. ) 


The Witness: I did. 

).221: (By Mr. Lyon): Where? 

A. In Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

Q.222: Who was present? 

A. Mr. A. M. Houghton, who I believe was 
patent counsel, Mister 

Q.223: Patent counsel for the Gulf Company? 

A. For the Gulf Companies; Mr. Leslie Vollmer 
and Dr. Wescott, and with me was an attorney 
named J. Harold Decker. 

Q.224: Where did this meeting take place? 

A. In the Gulf Oil Company law library in 
the Gulf Building, Pittsburgh, Texas—Pittsbureh, 
Pennsylvania. 

Q.225: When? 

A. My recollection of the date of this conference 
is it took place on September 8th and 9th [2644-52] 
of 1947. 

Q.226: What was said, giving me the substance 
of the conversation had by all parties as near as 
possible, unless you ean state the precise conver- 
sation. 

A. I cannot state the precise conversation, but 
according to my present recollection the substance 
of it was we wished to obtain some of the Gulf 
business, and wanted them to make purchases of 
our device called the wall-cleaning guide, and we 
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wished to have a conference with them about the 
status of relationships, if any, with J. E. Hall, from 
whom they were then purchasing scratchers, and 
related things of that nature. During the first day’s 
conference I asked them if they were interested in 
purchasing the type of scratcher which I had for- 
warded to them in June of 1947, and I stated, or Mr. 
Decker stated, I don’t recall, that we were of the 
opinion we could make that device legally, and 
would make and supply them if they would give us 
any orders. 

Q.227: And what was said? 

A. Well, Mr. Houghton asked for some state- 
ment, some information about the contract and the 
applieations that Hall might be the possessor of, and 
I stated that we were of the opinion the pending 
applications were invalid, by reason of devices he 
had had on sale and in public use for two or three 
or more years prior to his making that application, 
and that he had abandoned the [2644-53] 
applications that were in the contract without notice 
to B & W, and ceased paying royalties, and that the 
combination of all or a part of this permitted us to 
offer them that device. Mr. Houghton stated that— 
again that—strike ‘‘again.’’ Mr. Houghton stated 
that the Gulf Company was always interested in 
having more than one supplier, and also interested 
in establishing that the supphers could meet the 
fluctuating demand of the companies, and further 
asked me at what price we would supply the devices. 


(Telephone rings. Discussion off the record.) 
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Q.228: Did you finish your answer? 

A. I had not, if you mean by your question to 
indicate all that happened in the two days. 

Q.229: No, I mean on that day, I mean the 
complete conversation of that day. I will get to the 
next day later. 

A. ‘That is substantially all that I can remember 
at this time. 

Q.230: Was there any indication given to vou 
at that time and place or to you and Mr. Decker as 
to whether or not the Gulf Company would or would 
not purchase scratchers from B & W? 

A. It was my understanding when the conference 
closed on that day that the Gulf Companies were 
interested [2644-54] in purchasing devices similar 
to the two which had been forwarded, and again 
approximately, according to my understanding, they 
were going to do it. 

Q.231: Now, Mr. Wright, have you testified —— 

A. Correction, that he would make recommend- 
ations that the purchasing department could do so. 

Q.232: Now, it is my understanding that you 
have related the conversation in substance that was 
had on this first day. Have you stated what you said 
at that conversation or what Mr. Decker said or 
what anybody else said, and I mean by that did you 
relate any of this conversation as being said by any 
particular party ? 

A. I gave a condensed statement of what my 
recollections were of what was said at the time by 
the various parties. 
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Q.233: Were these statements with respect to the 
legal position, your legal position, stated by you or 
by Mr. Decker? 

A. Mr. Decker was the person who made all the 
statements regarding the legal positions. 

Q.234: I presume then if you were satisfied, and 
I believe vou stated that you were, they said that 
they were going to recommend that they purchase 
these scratchers from you that this particular con- 
ference then broke up; is that correct? [2644-55] 

A. That is correct. 

Q.236: Was there any understanding that you 
would have a further meeting after that conference 
broke up on that day? 

A. We arranged to have a further conference on 
the day following. 

Q.237: On the day following did you have a 
further conference ? A. Yes, we did. 

Q.238: Who was present at this further confer- 
ence ? 

A. It is my recollection that Dr. Wescott left 
either the afternoon before or early the next morn- 
ing, I cannot recollect. 

Q.239: All right, who was present? 

A. So the parties present on the day following 
were Mr. Houghton, Mr. Vollmer, Mr. Decker, and 
myself. 

Q.240: Where did this conference take place? 

A. In the law library of the—in the same room 
as we had had the conference the day before. 
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Q.241: What was the date of this second con- 
ference? 

A. My recollection is September 9, 1947. 

Q.242: All right. What was said at this confer- 
ence, giving as nearly as you can the precise con- 
versation had by everyone present, and if not, give 
me the substance, where you eannot do that give me 
the substance of the [2644-56] conversation. 

A. I cannot give the precise statements of any 
of the parties, but my recollection of the substance 
of it is that on this Tuesday morning, September 9, 
1947, Mr. Houghton asked Mr. Decker several 
questions about the contract with Hall and related 
matter, and this took thirty minutes or more, and 
might have been as much as one hour, and then Mr. 
Houghton stated that he had contacted Mr. Thomas 
E. Scofield, the attorney for Hall, between the close 
of the conference the day before and at the present 
moment, and that he had told Mr. Scofield we were 
there, that is, B & W were there, in the form of 
Wright and Decker, and was offering to supply 
them with a coil spring scratcher, and that Mr. 
Decker had stated that—— 

Q.243: Mister who had stated? 

A. Mr. Decker had stated that B & W had a 
right to make that scratcher and offer it to Gulf, 
and the reason, some of the reasons which Mr. 
Decker had stated were the invalidity of the Hall 
applications then pending, or at least understood to 
be pending, and for various other reasons which he 
gave, and Mr. Houghton stated that Mr. Scofield had 
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told him that he was going to obtain claims in the 
second application, or the one then pending, which 
were broad enough to read on the first application, 
and if they—and therefore, they had the exclusive 
right [2644-57] to make that device, and Mr. 
Houghton stated because of the statements of Mr. 
Scofield he was going to change his opinion from 
what he had stated the day before, and was not 
interested in purchasing any of those devices from 
us. 

Q.244: State whether or not Mr. Houghton at 
that time stated to you that he described the 
seratecher which you were offering to them to Mr. 
Seofield in his contact with him that was had _ be- 
tween these two conferences. 

A. Well, all of the statements regarding the 
seratcher that was being discussed were the two 
which were then in the possession of Gulf Research 
& Development Corporation, and were continually 
described as the coil spring scratchers similar to 
Hall’s. 

Q.245: Now, did Mr. Houghton tell you at that 
time how he contacted Mr. Scofield? 

A. He said he had telephoned him. 

Q.246: Did Mr. Houghton state at that confer- 
ence that he had told Mr. Scofield he would not 
recommend that Gulf purchase these scratehers from 
you? A. Repeat that question. 


(Question read by reporter.) 
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The Witness: I do not recollect Mr. Houghton 
making that statement. 

O247: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, were any other 
conversations had other than you have stated at 
any time with respect to [2644-58] the Gulf purchas- 
ing scratchers like Exhibit YYY? 

A. Mr. Houghton stated to Mr. Decker that he 
had not now—he refused or rejected any idea of 
making any recommendations about it, strike that. 
Mr. Houghton said that in view of the liability 
which Gulf might incur he was not going to permit 
them to purchase at that time any scratchers like 
the two which we had submitted, but he said to Mr. 
Decker, “‘If you can convince me that the applica- 
tions of Mr. Hall are defective in the manner you 
assert or state, why, I will be interested in carrying 
on the investigation with you.”’ 

Q.248: Did Mr. Houghton at any time ever 
change his expressed opinion to you? 

A. Regarding what? 

Q.249: Regarding the recommendation that Gulf 
purchase seratchers like Exhibit YYY from B & W? 

A. As far as I know, that closed the incident, as 
far as their purchasing a device identical to Peti- 
moners Mxhibit YY Y- 

Q.250: Did B & W any time after that attempt 
to manufacture or manufacture any other scratchers 
like Exhibit YYY ? 

A. As far as—read that question. 


(Question read by the reporter.) 
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The Witness: B & W then—no, we did [2644-59] 
not. 

Q.251: (By Mr. Lyon): All right, did B & W at 
any time after that offer any scratchers hke Exhibit 
YYY for sale to anyone? 

A. Not according to my present recollection. 

Q.252: Were scratchers like Exhibit YYY of- 
fered to the Gulf Company at any time after this 
conference in September of 1947? 

A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q.253: Were scratchers like Exhibit YYY on 
sale or offered for sale on August 15, 1948? 

A. Not according to my knowledge. 

Q.254: What scratchers were B & W offering to 
the trade on August 15, 1948? 

A. The wall-cleaning guide and the scratcher 
which we called the Multi-Flex seratcher. 

Q.255: When did you first offer for sale that 
Multi-Flex scratcher ? 

A. My present recollection is September or Oc- 
tober, 1947. 

Q.256: To whom did you first offer it? 

A. Well, I don’t have—six of these Multi-Flex 
scratchers were sent to Gulf Research about October 
10, I believe, 1947. There is a letter in evidence, 
T believe, somewhere, relating to that. 

Q.257: Was that. the first offering that vou can 
now [2644-60] recall? 

A. No, I believe there was one a little bit earlier, 
but I cannot recollect that at this moment. 

Q.258: Did you have any conversation with any 
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other people in the Gulf with respect to the Multi- 
Flex scratcher ? 

A. At the conference Mr. Barkis and myself 
had with Gulf in July—pardon me, in June of 1947, 
we showed them samples of the Multi-F lex finger. 

Q@.259: And by ‘‘the Multi-Flex finger’’ you mean 
a finger like the finger which I hand to you? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.260: Is that a Multi-Flex finger that I handed 
you? 

A. That is what we call a Multi-Flex finger. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer the Multi-Flex finger in 
evidence as Petitioner’s Exhibit 4B. 


* * ¥ 


Q.261 (By Mr. Lyon): What was stated at this 
conference attended by yourself and Mr. Barkis with 
reference to the Multi-Flex scratcher? [2644-61] 

Mr. Scofield: This is the conference now in June, 
1947 ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is right. 

The Witness: The Gulf Oil Company, correc- 
tion, the Gulf Research & Developing Company 
men present at that conference were interested in 
this device, and indicated they would like to make 
some tests with it. 

O262 (By Mr. Lyon): Then as I understand 
it, your next move was to send them six of these 
devices about October 10th of 1947, as far as Gulf 
is concerned ? 

A. I do not recollect that me made a positive 
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statement when we would send them, but I think— 
then we sent them in October. 

Q.263: Did you hear any further from these de- 
vices you sent to them in October from the Gulf? 

A. The substance of what followed was they 
made an arrangement for testing these devices other 
than in the laboratory, and within a short time 
thereafter enough of them were purchased to make 
tests on a field—on a well where casing was ¢e- 
mented, and used these devices. 

Q.264: Did you learn at any time that the fact 
that you had submitted these Multi-Flex scratchers 
to the Gulf Company was transmitted to Mr. Hall, 
Sr. ? A. Repeat the question. 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


A. I did. [2644-62] 

Q.265: Did you learn whether or not Mr. Hall 
protested the Gulf’s testing or use of the Multi- 
Flex secratcher? 

Mr. Seofield: We will stipulate that. 

Mr. Lyon: Will you stipulate that that was on 
or about December of 1947? 

Mr. Scofield: I won’t say the date, but it was 
whenever we heard about it. We will stipulate we 
protested. 

Mr. Lyon: Do you reeall the letter? Can we 
stipulate vou protested about December 12, 1947? 

Mr. Seofield: TI don’t reeall what date it oc- 
eurred. I said we will stipulate we protested imme- 
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diately we heard about it, if there is a letter in here 
that will fix the date. 

Mr. Lyon: Will you stipulate you heard about 
it shortly after the Multi-Flexes were sent to the 
Gulf Company? 

Mr. Scofield: Hall tells me he did, so we will 
stipulate to it. I didn’t know about it, I don’t 
think, but we are ready to stipulate it. 

Mr. Lyon: Well, I would like to offer at this 
time in connection with that stipulation a letter of Dr. 
Foote to Mr. Houghton of December, 1947 

The Witness: 5th is my recollection. 

Mr. Lyon: -——copy of which I do not have im- 
mediately [2644-63] available, and I think I will 
eall a recess at this time until tomorrow morning 
at 10:00 o’clock, and I will present that letter at 
that time. [2644-64] 


¥ *% * 


Q.266: Mr. Wright, when you started in the de- 
velopment of your scratcher business did you con- 
tact a patent attorney? Apel did. 

().267: Who was that patent attorney? 

A. James Abbett, of Los Angeles, California. 

Q.268: Where was he located ? 

A. In the Roosevelt Building on Seventh Street 
in Los Angeles. 

Q.269: When did you first contact Mr. Abbett? 

A. My recollection is April or May of 1939. 

.270: Was that before you had made [2644-66] 
arrangements with Mr. Barkis for the formulation 
of B & W? 
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A. Well, it was simultaneously with the earher, 
earliest of the discussions. 

Q.271: Did My. Barkis accompany you on the 
first time you visited Mr. Abbett? 

A. No, he did not. 

Q.272: You were aware, or did you learn that 
James Abbett was a patent attorney, and not a 
patent lawyer? 

A. I don’t think I knew the difference at that 
time. 

Q.273: Did you learn that later? 

A. 1 did. 

Q.274: Did you have a conversation with Mr. 
Abbett in his office either in April or May of 1939 
and, if so, what was the substance of that conver- 
sation ? 

A. I disclosed to him what I thought to be an 
invention relating to putting abrading devices on 
casing and abrading the well wall of the hole during 
circulation with various types of fluids. 

Mr. Lyon: May the record show, and may it be 
stipulated, Mr. Scofield, that Mr. James M. Abbett, 
the patent attorney, is now dead? He is. 

Mr. Scofield: [don’t know anything about it, but 
if you say he is, why, I will accept it. 

Mr. Lyon: All right, continue your conversation, 
T mean [2644-67] your relation of what happened, 
Mr. Wright. 

A. Mr. Abbett said he would be—accept the em- 
ployment, or whatever the proper term might be, 
to procure a patent involving those disclosures, and 
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that this would be, in his opinion, a method patent, 
and that the abrading devices would undoubtedly 
take more than one form, and I had already stated 
that to him, so there would be no doubt about it. So 
he advised the thing to do would be to prepare the 
thing in very broad coverage approach, and provide 
illustrations which were schematic and not specific, 
except in the barest of essential details. 

Q.275: As a result of that first conference that 
you had with Mr. Abbett did he prepare at any time 
an application for a patent for you? 

A. He did. 

Q.276: Was that application filed in the Patent 
Office ? A. It was. 

Q.277: Which of the applications was that, Mr. 
Wright? 

A. That becomes the first one of this series, I 
don’t remember the number. 

Q.278: I put before you what I believe to be the 
first one of this series, and which is found in the 
Wright Patent No. 2338372, and will ask you if 
that is the application [2644-68] you just had ref- 
erence to? A. The number is 2338372. 

279: The appleation for that patent was not 
filed in the Patent Office, as shown by the record of 
the patent, until August 19th of 1939. Can you 
account for the delay in the filing of that applica- 
tion from April or May until August, Mr. Wright? 

A. Nothing other than that was the normal man- 
ner in which he prepared things which were re- 
quested of him. 
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Q.280: After this conference in April or May 
did you have any further conference with Mr. 
Abbett before the application was filed in the Patent 
Office on August 19, 1939 ? 

A. Yes, I read the application before it was 
sent on to the Patent Office, and asked him ques- 
tions. 

Q.281: When was this? 

A. This would be, in my estimation, late July 
and after reading it made suggestions and we re- 
quested advice from him as to what the wording 
should be of the patent application, and accepted 
his advice, and with a very few correction it was—— 

Q.282: Were the suggestions vou made em- 
bodied in the application that you signed, and | 
presume you signed it at that time, Mr. Wright? 

A. Isigned it after the draft was [2644-69] cor- 
rected with these few changes, as I reeall it. 

Q.283: Were the suggestions that you made em- 
bodied in the application before you signed it? 

A. Very few, if any. He said he wanted tc 
provide a very broad coverage and did not want te 
put in a lot of limiting requirements. 

Q.284: What were the suggestions that you 
made ? 

A. Well, the definition of ‘‘fluid.”’ 


* * * 


The Witness: The principal one was the defini- 
tion of the meaning of the word ‘‘fluid,’’ and he 
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said in his opinion that was the proper word to 
apply. 

Q.285: (By Mr. Lyon): What suggestion did 
you have with reference to the word ‘‘fluid’’? 

A. Well, I wanted to be sure that ‘‘fluid’’ in- 
cluded all things which could ever be contested as 
a fluid, including the word ‘‘cement,’’ which he 
recommended [2644-70] be left out. 

@.286: And the word ‘‘cement’’ was left out of 
the application on his recommendation? 

pee That as richt. 

Q.287: Were there any other suggestions that 
you made? 

A. The question was brought up again about 
these schematic illustrations, and he assured me 
that was the correct and most—the correct way to 
present the application to the Patent Office, because 
it was a method. 

Q.288: What question did you have about the 
schematic showing? Did vou have anv suggestion 
as to any specific showing to be made at that time? 

A. I think, my recollection is I told him that 
we had or I had a progress towards a specific de- 
vice, and he said that that should be taken care of 
by subsequent application. 

Q.289: Did vou have that specific device there 
at that time of this conference ? Aa No. 


* * ¥ 


The Witness: No, I did not. 
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Q.290: (By Mr. Lyon): In your use of the 
word ‘‘cement’’ what did vou mean by the word 
‘‘eement’’? 

A. [ mean a cement slurry which is, accord- 
ing [2644-71] to my definition, a viscous fluid, first 
a fluid and then subsequently viscous. 

Q.291: After the application for the Patent No. 
2338372 was filed did you have further conferences 
with Mr. Abbett ? 

A. I do not remember the date of the first re- 
sponse from the Patent Office on the one we have 
just mentioned, but in 1940, somewhere about Sep- 
tember is my present recollection, I conferred with 
him again about the obtaining of a patent on a 
specific device to go with the method that had been 
applied for. 

Q.292: That was, in your recollection, about 
September, 1940? 

A. That is within a month of my present—what 
T am thinking of at this moment. 

Q.293: Had you taken up the specifie device 
with Mr. Abbett before that time? When was the 
first time vou took it up with My. Abbett? [2644-72] 


* * * 


Q.294: (By Mr. Lyon): Proceed with your 
statement, Mr. Wright. 
The Witness: Will you please repeat the ques- 
tion ? 
(Question read by the reporter.) 


The Witness: My present recollection is about 
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September, 1940, and that is the first time that I 
interviewed Mr. Abbett about the specific device. 


* * * 


Q.295: What did you take up with Mr. Abbett 
at that time? 

A. I told him we had developed a device which 
—I, I mean, had developed a satisfactory commer- 
cial device, and wished him to obtain the type of 
patent applicable to that apparatus, and showed 
him a eatalog and a device, [2644-73] and told him 
to prepare the application. 

@.296: You actually had the device there? 

A. Yes, I gave him a device and a catalog. 

Q.297: A device like what? 

A. Well, very similar to that one illustrated in 
page 2 of this Bulletin 101. If vou will permit me 
to have Bulletin 101 T will 

Q.298: All right. 

A. The device which [I gave Mr. Maxwell— 
strike ‘‘Maxwell’’—Mr. Abbett at this time was 
very similar to that pictured in the cut on page 2 
of Bulletin 101, which is Exhibit A, and the catalog 
was identical to Bulletin 101, Petitioner’s Exhibit 
E. 

Q.299: With respect to the devices here in evi- 
dence what one of the devices, if any, is illustrative 
of the precise device which you gave or presented 
to Mr. Abbett at that time? 

A. There is one here, which I believe is the one 
which Mr. Scofield presented. 
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Q.300: Which one is it? 

A. According to my present recollection, it was 
similar to Applicant’s Exhibit 2 for identification. 

Q.301: Do I understand you correctly to state 
that you also gave him some printed matter at that 
same time? 

A. I stated I gave him a Bulletin 101. [2644-74] 

().302: Did you give him anything else? 

A. Not according to what I remember at this 
time. 

Q.303: Did you refer him to the API paper 
given by Jones? 

A. J do not recollect at this particular moment. 

Q.304: You have no recollection one way or the 
other on that; is that correct? 

hae Nowlido not. 

Q.305: Did you describe fully the structure of 
your scratcher as illustrated by the device like Ap- 
plicant’s Exhibit 2, as shown in your Bulletin 101 


to Mr. Abbett at that time ? A. Vigick 
Q.306: Were you alone at Mr. Abbett’s place of 
business at that time ? A. I was. 


Q.307: Mr. Barkis was not with you? 

A. No, he was not. 

Q.308: Did vou tell Mr. Abbett in that explana- 
tion how these seratchers were mounted on the 
casing ? A. Iidid. 

Q.309: Did you use anything to illustrate that 
explanation ? 

A. I used the Bulletin 101° was illustration 
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for [2644-75] the manner in which they were ap- 
phed to the casing. 

Q.310: Just repeat what you told Mr. Abbett 
at that time with respect to the mounting of the 
scratchers on the casing? 

A. I told Mr. Abbett that we had—strike ‘‘we’’ 
—I had concluded right from the start that these 
devices had to be free on the casing both slidably 
and rotatably, so that these small diameter wire 
ends could move or hunt a new position at each 
time the direction of the seratcher was changed, so 
that the entire circumference of the wall of the 
well at that point would be cleaned of the mud and 
filter cake. 

Q.311: Did you make any other explanation to 
Mr. Abbett of the method by which the scratcher 
operated in the removal of the mud? 

A. Yes, I told him the wire diameter had 
proved to be effective as a scratching device, and 
that it provided sufficient strength to move, rotate 
the collar on the casing between these two stops, 
and that the distance of the stops apart was re- 
lated to the actual phenomena of the driller having 
to raise and lower the casing by this small amount 
when adding joint by joint the number required to 
make up the full string of casing. 

Q.312: Mr. Wright, I presume that subsequent 
to this conference with Mr. Abbett an application 
draft [2644-76] was finally handed to you; is that 
correct ? A. That is correct. 

Q.313: When? 
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A. I would estimate late November, 1940. 
Q.314: How come that it took so long? Do you 

have a knowledge of what was the cause of the 

delay ? 

A. Well, Mr. Abbett was a one-man office and 
aecepted employment as an expert, if that is the 
correct word, for attorneys, and spent quite a bit 
of his time in that work, and, in addition he had his 
boy, as I remember it, do his drafting in the eve- 
nings. So, other than that, that is the way Mr. 
Abbett conducted his patent business. 

Q.315: When this application was finally pre- 
sented to you, how did it compare with the applica- 
tion that was subsequently filed, and I presume it 
was, 1n the Patent Office ? 

A. The form in which he presented 


*% * * 


Q@loe (sy Mr. Lyon): Do vou hate iat 
draft, Mr. Wright? A. No, I do not. 

Q.317: Do you know where it is? 

A. No, I do not. [2644-77] 


* * * 


Q.318: (By Mr. Lyon): Have you made an ef- 
fort to obtain the files from Mr. Abbett’s office ? 

A. I went there once about two or three years 
ago, I don’t remember, and his files were very bare, 
and he was, I might say, barely alive with a heart 
case. 

Mr. Scofield: What? 

The Witness: Barely alive. The heart case was 
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so severe he was barely alive, so I could not and 
was not able to obtain anything. 

@.319: (By Mr. Lyon): I asked you whether 
the application was filed in the Patent Office, and I 
presume that eventually was the application which 
resulted in the grant of your Patent 2374317; is 
that correct? 

A. The application which was prepared by Mr. 
Abbett at that time was number—is now Patent 
No. 2374817. 

Q.320: How did that application as it was pre- 
pared and presented to you for signature compare 
with the application which was filed? 


* * * 


The Witness: The specifications and drawings 
which he had prepared had left out 

Q.321: (By Mr. Lyon): They had left out, but 
how did they compare with what is here ? 

A. Which he prepared and presented were almost 
identical to that found in this application to 
Patent [2644-78] 2374317. 

Q.322: That is, there was no substantial change 
made in the application as he prepared it and that 
filed in the United States Patent Office; is that cor- 
rect? A. That is correct. 

Q.323: When this application was presented to 
you, state whether or not you had any objection or 
made any suggestions for the change or alteration 
of the application to Mr. Abbett? 

A. Itold Mr. Abbett that there was no reference 
to this method of mounting and this device being 
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free to rotate on the casing, as represented by the 
eut on page 2 of Bulletin 101. 

Q.324: What did Mr. Abbett say to that? 

A. He said he didn’t think that was patentable 
material, and recommended that it be left out as 
being immaterial. 

20: I point out to you the specification in 
vour patent states on page 2, column 2, lines 29 to 
32, the following: 

‘Tt will be seen that each unit comprises an inner 
sleeve 14 secured on the casing 11, and around the 
circumference of which are mounted rings 15.”’ 

A. May I read that? Where did you read from? 

.326: Line 29, [2644-79] 

A. Yes, I remember that wording being present 
at the time, I remember that wording. 

Q.327: Did you have any discussion with ref- 
erence to that wording with Mr. Abbett at that 
time ? Cees, | did, 

Q.328: What discussion did you have? 

A. He said that the illustration as shown on 
Figure 2 with these lugs was a method of securing 
the device to the easing, and covered that idea as far 
as patentability would be permitted, and that was 
the termination of the investigation as to what the 
word ‘‘secured’’ might mean. 

Q.329: Did you discuss with Mr. Abbett at that 
time any other form of seratecher than that shown 
specifically in the drawing of this application? 

A. T am certain I told him about the Jones- 
Union Oil Company project, and showed him the 
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paper, a copy of the paper of the Jones report and 
illustrations and the mounting between the rings, 
and he stated that what we had in my application 
was sufficient to provide coverage for all of that. 

Q.330: Now, except for the application for the 
method patent which you have previously testified 
to, am I correct in assuming that this was vour first 
experience with the filing of any patents or patent, 
Mr. Wright ? [2644-80] 

A. Ido not have any recollection of having made 
any previous application to the one which Mr. 
Abbett first applied for. 

Q.331: Was this your first experience with a 
patent attorney or patent lawyer? 

pew Yes, it was. 

Q.332: How did you come to go to Mr. Abbett? 

A. J asked an individual who worked with M. O. 
—had worked with M. O. Johnston on this Oil 
Field Testing Company, and he told me that Mr. 
Abbett was his patent counsellor or lawyer, and that 
Mr. M. O. Johnston had emploved Mr. Abbett. 

Q.333: And you took that recommendation? 

A. And JI took that recommendation. 

Mr. Scofield: Would vou read that question and 
answer ? 

(Record read as requested. ) 


The Witness: To refresh my memory, when is 
the first response to this first application ? 

Mr. Lyon: I do not know, unless I looked at the 
file, and I haven’t got it here, Mr. Wright. It is up- 
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stairs. I ean find it. If you want me to, I will send 
Tore. 

The Witness: To refresh my memory I would 
like to know when it was, because at this moment I 
am not certain. 

Mr. Lyon: We will take a recess until I get 
it. [2644-81 ] 


(A short recess was here taken.) 


Q.334: (By Mr. Lyon): I have before me 
Plaintiff’s Exhibit 9 in the Los Angeles civil action 
7839, which is a photostatie copy of the file wrapper 
of the Wright application, Serial No. 291002, and 
I am endeavoring to answer your question, Mr. 
Wright, as to the date of the first action of the Pat- 
ent Office upon vour application, and I find in the 
file a photostatic copy of an action from the Patent 
Office, paper No. 3, dated November 14, 1939. Now, I 
place this action in front of you, and ask you if that 
in any way refreshes your recollection, or is that 
what vou were asking for? 

A. That is what I was asking for. This is what 
T was asking for. That is November 14, 1939. 

Q.335: Now that you have it before you, do you 
desire to alter or change any of your testimony 
previously given? 

A. Yes, I find my memory was in error, because 
before the response to that application was replied 
to the Jones-Berdine tests were discussed with Ab- 
bett, and my recollection was that that response was 
later than that. 
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Q.336: I hand you 
Mr. Scofield: Did you say ‘‘were discussed with 

Abbett’’? 

The Witness: Yes, I showed—— [2644-82] 

Mr. Seofield: The Jones and Berdine report? 

The Witness: him the paper and discussed 
it with him. 

@337: (By Mr. Lyon): I show you a further 
part of this file of this application, previously re- 
ferred to, paper No. 4, which is dated May 8, 1940, 
and is apparently the response to the Patent Office 
action of November 14, 1939, and ask vou if that is 
the response you refer to in your previous answer ? 


A. This is the response to which I made refer- 
ence. 

().338: And it was before that response was for- 
warded to the Patent Office that vou had taken up 
then with Mr. Abbett the Jones and Berdine re- 
port? A. That is correct. 

Q@.339: And I presume you mean by that the re- 
port of Exhibit L. 

Mr. Scofield: Is there any mention in that re- 
sponse to the Jones and Berdine report? 

The Witness: I have not read it to verify it. to 
see if there is or is not. 

Q.340: (By Mr. Lyon): On page 4 of that re- 
port is the following statement: 

“And accompanying this announcement a mimeo- 
graphed copy of paper No. 801-16-B was [2644-83] 
put out by the Division of Production of the 
American Petroleum Institute in Los Angeles in a 
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paper entitled ‘Oil Well Cementing, Factors In- 
fluencing Bond between Cement and Formation, P. 
H. Jones and Denis Berdine of the Union Oil 
Company of California.’ ”’ 

Does that answer the question, Mr. Wright? 

A. That is correct, if you have read this correct. 

Q.341: You check my reading. 

A. Well, one of those is confused, if 801-16-B is 
the title of that paper. 

@.342: I have in my hand a paper which shows 
it as 901-16-B. 

A. With the notation Mr. Lyon has just sup- 
plied, on one is ‘‘9’’ and on one it is ‘’8,’’ but the 
title of the paper is identical with this one. 

().343: There were not two such papers shown, 
were there? 

A. Not to my recollection or knowledge at any 
time. 

Q.344: It is apparent, then, that the answer to 
Mr. Secofield’s question which he asked you was 
“Ves. isit mou? 

A. That is correct. [2644-84] 

Mr. Lyon: Now, this morning I said I would 
produce a copy of a letter written to Mr. A. M. 
Houghton, December 5, 1947, by M1. Paul D. Foote. 
T am producing at this time a photostatie copy of 
that letter, which letter is Petitioner’s Exhibit 1 to 
one of the papers filed in this proceeding, and ask 
you if you will accept it as a true photostatic copy 
of the letter? 
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Mr. Scofield: Yes, that appears to be a photo- 
static copy. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer the photostatic copy of 
the letter just produced in evidence as Petitioner’s 
Exhibit 4C. 


(The letter referred to was marked by the 
Notary Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit 4C, and 
made a part of this deposition.) 


The Witness: Before you ask another question, 
Mr. Lyon, I would like to make a voluntary cor- 
rection in my testimony of vesterday, wherein I 
made an error in computation when I said that the 
allowable tolerance in casing diameter in three- 
quarters of one per cent, and thereafter applied 
that percentage of factor to a 10-inch casing, and 
stated that three-quarters of one per cent of that 
diameter would be 1/10 of an inch. and then made 
subsequent computations involving that first error. 
The correct [2644-85] amount is 75/1000ths of an 
inch plus or minus, and the combined addition of 
the plus or minus would be approximately 5/32nds 
of an inch, and not the 2/10ths of an inch which I 
stated. Is that permissible and correct? 

Mr. Lyon: It is permissible for you to correct 
your testimony at any time that you find that vou 
have made an error, Mr. Wright. As to its correct- 
ness, I presume that you have now testified correctly. 
My computations now agree with vours. 


* * * 
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).345: (By Mr. Lyon): You want the second 
response ? A. Yes. [2644-86] 


* ¥ * 


Q.346: (By Mr. Lyon): You asked about the 
second response. The second response in the ap- 
pheation Serial No. 291027, which eventuated into 
Patent No. 2338372, is shown by the file wrapper 
which I have in front of me, and is paper No. 5, 
dated September 11, 1940. 

A. September 11, 1940? [2644-87] 

Q.347: You asked with reference to that second 
response from the Patent Office. Why, Mr. Wright? 

A. I note that the second response was dated in 
the Patent Office September 11, 1940. Which way 
do I look to find what Claim 12 is, down or up? 

Mr. Scofield: Is that in the 317 patent or 352? 

The Witness: Because it has got the word 
‘“cement’”’ in it, according to mv recollection. 

Q.348: (By Mr. Lyon): Claim 12, which you 
have asked about, is a claim which was added by the 
first amendment filed in the application, that amend- 
ment being the one previously referred to as being 
dated Mav 8, 1940. Now, that Claim 12 is set forth 
in full upon page 3 of that first amendment, and T 
place it before you. 

A. Without reading the entire claim, T recollect 
some matter pertaining to it. 

Q.349: <All right, what reference did you have to 
Claim 12? 

A. Claim 12 has got the word ‘‘cement”’ in it on 
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the first or second line, ‘‘cementing’’ in the first 
line. 

@.350: It also has it in the fifth line from the 
bottom of the claim, does it not? 

A. Oh, yes, that is correct. 

@.351: What significance did you have with ref- 
erence to that, in calling our attention to [2644-88] 
it? 

A. I pointed out to Mr. Abbett that the word 
‘‘cement”’ might be found to be a debatable or con- 
troversial word. 

Q.353: All right. Now, you subsequently trans- 
ferred these applications to another patent agent 
or attorney, did you not? A. That is correct. 

Q.354: And that was Mr. William H. Maxwell? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.355: The approximate date of that transfer 
of this application and your work from Mr. Abbett 
to Mr. Maxwell, I believe is shown, is it not, by the 
date of the power of attorney to Mr. Maxwell dated 
sometime in February, 1942, as shown in this file, 
is that correct, in February, blank day ? 

A. That only applies to one of them. 

@.356: That applies to this particular applica- 
tion ? 

A. That is correct, and the date is in February 
of 1942. 

Q357: That change of attorney is shown to have 
been recognized by the Patent Office on February 
3, 1942? A. February 3, 1942. 

Q.358: Mr. Maxwell continued to handle these 
matters for you, did he not, until litigation in this 


2284 J esse li ali netc..ws. 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 
matter arose ? A. That is correct. [2644-89] 

Q.359: Now, Mr. Wright, Maxwell filed for you 
an appheation for a patent, Serial No. 777640? The 
application was filed on October 3, 1947, for a sec- 
tional wall seratcher, and I hand you our file of that 
application ; is that correct? Here is the application. 

A. The question now ? 

Q.360: I feel sure this application which I am 
putting before you right now, together with the 
filing receipt for that application 

Mr. Scofield: The application itself, of course, 
is the best evidence. 

The Witness: That is correct, October 3, 1947. 

Q.361: (By Mr. Lyon): I want you to refer to 
the claims of that application to which you took 
oath, and tell me if it is not true that each one of 
those claims calls for a hinged or bifurcated collar 
structure ? 

A. Will you just enlarge on the ‘‘bifureated’’? 

Q.362: In that regard I will point out to you 
the following in Claim 1 of the application. Claim 1 
of that appheation as filed was the omnibus type. 


Claim 1 calls for each and every novel feature as 
disclosed in the appheation; that is correct, is it 
not, and vou are watching me while I am reading? 

A hates correct 

Q.363: Claim 2 calls for a body ineluding 
arcuate sections conforming to the exterior of the 
well part and [2644-90] means connecting the sec- 
tions together around the well part and means 
connecting the sections together around the well 
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part? A. That is correct. 

Q.364: That is a hinged structure, is it not? 

em That is correct: 

@.365: Now, Claim 3 ealled for, and I am read- 
ing the original claims; the body including two 
semi-circular sections and means connecting the 
sections together around the well part? 

A. That is correct. 

@.366: That is also a hinged structure, is it not? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.367: Claim 4 calls for the body including two 
semi-circular sections, and I am omitting, and means 
connecting the sections together around the well 
part? A. That is read correctly. 

Q.368: That is a hinged structure, is it not? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.369: Claim 5 calls for the body including two 
semi-circular sections, and I am _ eliminating 


again [2644-91] 


* * *% 


Q.370: Claim 5 ealls for the body including two 
semi-circular sections, and I am reading from the 
elaim filed, and means connecting the sections to- 
gether around the well part. That is correct? 

A. That is read correctly. 

Q.371: And that is a hinged structure? 

A. That is correct. 


* % * 


O3i2: (By ‘Mr. Lyon): Ande@laim 6 of the 
application as filed calls for the body including two 
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semi-circular sections, and skipping again, and means 
connecting the sections together around the well 
pipe? A. That is correct. 

Q.3738: That is a hinged structure? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.374: And Claim 7 calls for the body [2644-92] 
including two semi-circular sections, and skipping 
in the claim, and means connecting the sections to- 
gether around the well part; that is correct, is it 
not? A. That is correctly read. 

Q.375: And that is a hinged structure? 

vee Ubat is correct. 

Q.376: Claim 8 calls for the body including two 
semi-circular sections with meshing ears at adjoin- 
ing edges and pins coupling the ears of the two 
sections. That is a hinge structure, is it not? 

A. That is correct. [2644-93] 


* * * 


Q.378: (By Mr. Lyon): Claim 9 of the ap- 
plication reads: the body including two semi-cir- 
cular sections with apertured ears at each edge 
of each section, meshing to register the apertures 
thereof, and pins engaged in the registering aper- 
tures to couple the sections. That is correct, is 1t not? 

A. That is correctly read. 

0.379: And that also .tefers to the hinge struc- 
ture, does it not? A. That is correct. 

Q.380: And Claim 10 ealls for the body inelud- 
ing the two semi-circular sections, with apertured 
ears at each edge of each section, the ears of these 
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sections meshing to register the apertures thereof, 
and pins engaging in registering apertures to 
couple the sections. That is the hinge structure, 
is it not? [2644-94] A. That is correct. 

Q).381: And Claim 11 ealls for an elongated 
tubular body including two semi-circular sections 
with meshing ears at adjoining edges, each sec- 
tion including a main portion spaced from the well 
part and having a plurality of finger openings and 
flanges at the ends of the main portion engagable 
with the exterior of the well pipe, and connecting 
pins engaged in the mashing ears. That is correct, 
is it not? 

i Yousaid pip" and the word is wpart.’”’ With 
that alteration, that is correct. 

Q.382: And it also refers to the hinge structure, 
does it not? A, Viiiat.1s comect. 

Q.383: And Claim 12 ealls for an elongated 
tubular body including two semi-circular sections 
with meshing ears with registering apertures at ad- 
joining edges, each section including a main portion 
spaced from the well part and extending substan- 
tiallv parallel therewith and having a plurality of 
finger openings and flanges projecting readily in- 
ward at the ends of the main portion engagable 
with the exterior of the well part, and connecting 
pins engaged in the apertures of the meshing ears. 
That is correct, is it not? 

A. That is correct. [2644-95] 

Q.384: And that refers to the hinge structure; 
does it not? A. That is correct. 
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Q.385: Claim 13 reads precisely in the part 
that I have read the same as does Claim 12, does it 
not? 

A. As far as I ean read it, that is correct. 

Q.386: And that also refers to the hinge struc- 
ture? 

A. That also refers to the hinge structure. 

@.387: And Claim 14 in the application as filed, 
beginning on hne 2 of Claim 14 and extending 
through line 8, defines the two section hinge strue- 
ture with the connecting pin, does it not? 

A. That is correct. 

* % % 

Q.388: (By Mr. Lyon): Claim 15 defines the 
well seratcher as ineluding sections arranged edge 
to edge with connecting members joming the sec- 
tions together at their edges, does it not? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.389: And that refers to the hinge structure, 
does it not ? A. That is correct. [2644-96] 


* *% * 


0.391: (By Mr Lyon): Claim 16 also in- 
eludes the definition that the structure includes see- 
tions arranged edge to edge, and that the sections 
are secured together in that edge to edge relation- 
ship by pins engaging the connecting ears, does it 
not? A. That is correct. 

Q.392: I did not attempt to read word for word 
on that, but you followed my explanation of the 
claim from the copy of the Claim 16, did you not? 
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A. That is correct. ; 

Q.393: And it also refers to the hinge struc- 
ture, does it not? A. That is correct. 

().394: Now, Claim 17 ealls for this same mul- 
tiple section structure with the sections arranged 
edge to edge, and calls for the sections having reg- 
istering ears at the [2644-98] adjoining edges and 
pins engaging the ears and connecting the sections 
together, does it not? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.395: And that also refers to the hinge struc- 
ture described in this application, does it not? 

A. That is correct. 

@.396: And as shown by this file, this application 
included seventeen claims only when it was filed; 
is that correct? 

A. Where do you find seventeen ? 

Q.397: It is not on the filing receipt. I said as 
shown by the file that is the limit of the claims? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.398: So that every claim of this application 
as filed was limited to the hinged structure as 
shown in the drawings, where you had sections as 
shown in the Figures 1, ‘‘X*’ and ‘‘Y,’’ which were 
joined together by connecting pins, designated with 
the letter ‘‘T,’* I believe in Figure 1; is that correct? 

A. That is correct. 

% * * 

Q.399: (By Mr. Lyon): Those are the claims 

to which you took oath, are they not? 


2290 Jesse f. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 
A. That is my understanding. [2644-99] 


* * * 


Q.400: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, Mr. Wright, ref- 
erence has been made to a conference had between 
you and Mr. Barkis at the California Club on or 
about August 22, 1946, with Mr. Scofield. Do you 


recall that conference ? Pee ldo: 
Q.401: Do you recall it was had on that day or 
beginning that day? A. I believe it was. 


Q.402: Will you tell me how that conference was 
arranged, if you recall? 

A. At the request of Mr. Thomas E. Scofield. 

Q.403: How did you hear from Mr. Scofield ? 

A. My recollection is that a telegram 

Q.404: That is, he telegraphed vou; where from? 

A. Kansas City. 

Q.405: Did he in that telegram ask you to meet 
him and arranging the time for the meeting ? 

A. I beheve that is correct. [2644-100] 

Q.406: And pursuant then to that arrange- 
ment—— 


* * * 


The Witness: It could have been telephone, I am 
not at this moment exactly certain. 

Q.407: (By Mr. Lyon): It was either the tele- 
phone or a telegram? A. That is correct. 

@.408: If it was a telegram, vou don't have the 
telegram available at the present time, do you? 

ay Notebetore ame. 

@.409: Was any request made in the eommuniea- 
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tion arranging for this that you meet with Mr. Sco- 
field with your attorney? A. There was not. 

Q.410: I presume that pursuant to the arrange- 
ments made with Mr. Scofield that a conference 
was had? (Ae Chat 1s’ correct. 

@.411: Did you and Mr. Barkis have more than 
one conference with Mr. Scofield at that time or 
about that time ? 

A. There was only one conference, according to 
my recollection, between Mr. Scofield, Mr. Barkis 
and myself. 

Q@. 412: At that conference did you take an at- 
torney [2644-101] 

A. No, I did not. 

Q.418: Were you advised by Mr. Scofield at the 
time of this conference that perhaps you should 
have an attorney present? 

A. He did not advise me. 

Q.414: Did he make any suggestions that you 
should have an attorney present or that you should 
call one at any time during that conference? 

A. He did not. 

@.415: Did you at any time during that con- 
ference or with Mr. Barkis ever call any patent 
agent or attorney? 

A. I have no recollection whatsoever of making 
any calls to any such person. 

Q.416: At that conference will you state pre- 
cisely, as nearly as you can recall it, the conversa- 
tion had between each of the parties present, and if 
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you cannot give the precise conversation give to the 
best of you recollection its entire substance. 

A. The substance of that conversation, accord- 
ing to my present recollection, and I will note that 
I heard Mr. Barkis’ testimony, and I heard Mr. 
Scofield read into the record his memorandum, so 
that 

Q.417: You mean a memorandum ? 

A. He asserted it was his, according to what I 
heard him say. The conference was held in the 
afternoon [2644-102] of August 22, 1946, at the 
California Club, Barkis, Wright and Scofield being 
present, and Mr. Scofield was extremely critical of 
the contract and what it contained or called for, 
and implied that he would never have let—never 
would let Mr. Hall go along under that contract, 
and we would therefore have to make an amend- 
ment, and he had an amendment prepared, which 


he presented. 

Q.418: Just a minute there. Just what do you 
mean that he would never let Mr. Hall go along on 
a contract ? 

A. Well, it was his statement the contract would 
have to be altered, so if 1t was altered, why, a new 
condition would have to be—come into existence. 

Q.419: Well, do you mean that he stated that he 
would not have let My. Hall go along on a contract ? 

A. IT meant by that he stated the contract would 
have to be changed, or else there would have to be 
some litigation and he also, according to my recollec- 
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tion, asserted that he was going to employ the firm 
of Lyon & Lyon to do so. [2644-103] 


* * * 


Mr. Lyon: Proceed with your statement as to 
what the conversation was that was had at the Cali- 
fornia Club at that time? 

A. We asked Mr. Scofield for some reason or 
statement why he had abandoned the two applica- 
tions which were involved in the contract which was 
entered into on September 15, 1944, and he stated 
that he had filed additional applications, and we 
asked him who owned them, and he said they were 
the property of Mr. Hall, but that he would assign 
them if we would sign the—execute the amendment 
to the contract. 

Q.420: Did you ask to see those applications ? 

A. My recollection is I asked him what he had 
done, and not being entirely familiar with what 
those things consisted of ; he said that he would show 
us the application which he had made, and I believe 
he did at [2644-104] that time, although he retained 
possession of it. 

Q.421: Did you any time later obtain a copy of 
the application that he showed vou at that time? 

A. Mr. Scofield, according to my present recollec- 
tion, he said that he would provide B & W with a 
copy of some of the transactions, and that I could 
pick them up in one bundle the next morning at the 
desk of the California Club. 

Q.422: Did you do so? 
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A. I did pick them up the next morning at the 
California Club. 

Q.423: Do you recall what you obtained at that 
time? What did you obtain in this bundle? 

A. I am not able to properly identify them in 
their entirety. 

Q.424: What did you do with them? 

A. I went over to Mr. Maxwell’s office with them, 
and asked him to look at them. 

Q@.425: Were you advised that you would have to 
return this bundle of papers that you received ? 

A. The arrangement was that they would be re- 
turned to Mr. Scofield on Monday morning, I be- 
lieve. 

Q.426: And you were under promise not to make 
any copies of them, weren't you? 

A. That was my understanding. They were for 
examination, [2644-105] they were for the purpose 
of examination only. 

Q.427: And you did return them after you had 
exhibited them to Mr. Maxwell? 

A. I did return them to Mr. Scofield personally, 
according to my recollection. 

Q.428: Have you any recollection as to what 
these papers were? 

A. I eannot identify them in their entirey, and 
eall them by name. 

().429: Was there a copy of the 627013 applica- 
tion? 

A. My understanding was that there was a copy 
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of the application—would you call that number 
again? 

Q.480: 627013. 

A. There was a copy of that application, accord- 
ing to my recollection. 

Q.431: Were there any other papers? 

A. I believe the others referred to the two aban- 
doned applications. 

Q.432: What papers were those, do you recall? 

A. Whatever the proceedings are in the Patent 
Office. 

Q.433: How big a bundle was this? 

A. It was a package about twice as thick as this, 
maybe three times as thick as this particular file. 

Q.434: This file being about, let me see, about 
3/16ths [2644-106] of an inch, then that would have 
been a little over a 14-inch file; is that correct ? 

A. That much, at least, or a little bit more. 

Q.435: Was it a photostatic copy? 


% * % 


The Witness: There were drawings enclosed, so 
that there were—my recollection is that there were 
drawings attached to typed sheets, but that is purely 
speculation and—but I know there were drawings. 

Q.486: (By Mr. Lyon): During this time did 
you tell Mr. Scofield that you would not modify the 
contract ? 

A. I told Mr. Scofield we were not interested in 
his—in changing the contract, or any alteration. 

Q.487: Do you recall any other conversation 
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had at this time and place with Mr. Scofield con- 
cerning this attempt to modify or rewrite the con- 
tract of September 15, 1944? 

A. In the discussion between the three of us on 
August 22, 1946, there were several statements made 
by me to the effect that Mr. Hall had no rights what- 
soever in the interference, and the contract was the 
result of him knowing that he had no rights as to the 
entire invention of these—of this general set of 
ideas. 

Q.488: In Mr. Scofield’s memorandum or the 
memorandum which was read here, there was a 
statement that there was [2644-107] considerable 
comment as to Hall’s standing in the interference, 
and it was Wright, et al.'s opinion that by no stretch 
of the imagination could he prevail. Is that sub- 
stantially a correct statement with respect to what 
transpired during this time? 

A. Would you read it again, or let me read it? 

Q.439: I will let you read it. It is a transcript 
taken from the testimony. I haven’t had an op- 
portunity to check it word for word, I don’t think 
anvbody else has. 

A. That is correct. If the word ‘‘he’’ refers to 
Hall in this third line, why, that is correct, Hall 
had no chance of prevailing in the interference. 

Q.440: Did you explain to Mr. Scofield why? 

Sigeelcdid: 

Q.441: What explanation did you make? 


¥ %* 9 
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The Witness: Thad information that Mr. Hall 
was present at the Jones and Berdine test here at 
Dominguez Oil Field in December of 1939, January, 
1940; had observed our—my seratcher in operation 
there, and what it had done in the way of construc- 
tive results, and that we had been actively in the 
business of selling scratchers for about a year anda 
half prior to Hall’s coming on the market [2644-108] 
with a seratcher; and that this Jones and Berdine 
operation had been made the subject of an API re- 
port. It had been transmitted by catalog, by news- 
paper and magazine articles—strike ‘*newspaper’’— 
I mean only periodicals of the industry, so that in 
my opinion he had no standing whatsoever in the 
interference. 

@.442: (By Mr. Lyon): Were you present at 
any time when Mr. Scofield had a telephone conver- 
sation with Mr. Maxwell? 

A. No, I was not. 

Q.443: Did you learn that on the following 
Monday that Mr. Scofield had talked with Mr. Max- 
well? 

A. Myr. Maxwell told me that very shortly after 
the conversation, and I don’t—I mean within a day 
or two days. 

@.444: Was any discussion had at this time of 
B & W selling its business to Mr. Scofield or Mr. 
Hall? 

A. It is my recollection that Mr. Barkis made 
some mention of it, would they be interested in buy- 
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ing B & W, but it did not materialize into any dis- 
cussion. 

Q.445: Were you told at this time by Mr. Sco- 
field that unless you signed a supplemental agree- 
ment that Hall would not continue thereunder, but 
would file a suit in the courts? 

A. It was my understanding that it was an ulti- 
matum, that we would have to sign the amendment 
to the [2644-109] contract, or whatever the docu- 
ment might be termed, or else we would suffer that 
risk. 

Mr. Lyon: We will take a recess for just a few 
minutes. 


(A short recess was here taken.) 


Q.446: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Wright, what is 
the accuracy used in the manufacture of scratchers 
and in the handling of scratchers and in their pack- 
ing and shipping, to insure that a uniform product 
is mounted on a easing in the well? 

A. I believe Mr. Barkis and subsequently by my- 
self referred to the tolerances of the inside diameter 
of the device, the collar of the device in regards to 
casing, and in addition to that is the problem of the 
wire. Now, as T am informed, and observations I 
have made, wire of the nominal diameters which are 
used on these seratehers, which is in the 70 to 80 
thousandths range, the manufacturer is permitted an 
allowable difference in diameter of 3 thousandths of 
an inch, and that might be a little more, but that is 
my present recollection, which means that on 78 
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thousandths of an inch wire specification by pur- 
ehase you can have a minimum of 75 thousandths, a 
maximum of 81 thousandths. And it is observed that 
any coil wire will change from the starting end to 
the finishing end in its diameter, as well as in be- 
tween. 

Now, scratchers are formed on any one [2644-110] 
of a great number of dies or jigs which humans de- 
vise, some hand-winding and hand-angle forming. 
Some are power machines. Each one of them has its 
own ingenuity for forming the wire according to 
what the particular type might be desired. The 
diameter of any wire is related to the maximum 
angle of deformation which the manufacturer limits 
in its recommendation. So, when vou do make a coil 
out of wire, spring steel wire of this nature, vou, 
first of all, have a variable diameter coil as a prod- 
uct, due to this variation in diameter of the wire 
itself. You have additional variations if you wind 
it over a core or by some one of the methods of 
winding coils. The angle at which the wire goes off 
from the last particular coil into a free section is a 
variable, because when you get the last wind in the 
machine, why, you usually overwind or overform, 
and subsequently, depending upon the particular use 
which vou are making of the wire, normalize the 
wire, so as to even change the molecular structure 
of the wire. At that time there is a creeping action. 
It could also be described as warping, and this over- 
bending is of an amount which a particular manu- 
facturer will use so as to get some degree of uni- 
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formity after the normalizing. And then after this, 
all of this multiplicity of variables, and I would 
additionally note that actually at the winding of 
the coils about the core or the other methods, the 
distance [2644-111] apart, apart of the particular 
coils will vary according to the machine and the ir- 
regularities of the diameter, so we come to the point 
of taking one of these scratcher wire fingers with a 
coil interposed between the two ends, and place the 
two ends of two of the seratcher fingers over a rivet 
by hand, and then in some manner hold it while it is 
struck with a riveting machine, and that can be one 
blow or numerous blows, depending upon the equip- 
ment utilized. The alignment of the coil within the 
holes through which they pass varies by the accuracy 
of the operator and his ingenuity in quickly assem- 
bling the device. 

Thereafter the device is tossed, and I don’t mean 
violently, into a pile from which they are snb- 
sequently picked up, singles or three or four at one 
time, whatever the particular worker might elect to 
do, and either dipped it into big vessels or put on 
conveyors so that the pinning operation is taking 
place. From there they are tossed or placed in bins 
or boxes, and in bins I have seen them eight foot 
high or higher, stacked in great numbers, without 
anv regard whatsoever of the position of one over 
the other, just simulating wheat poured in a sack, 
and that is a strong observation, but nevertheless, 
it is of that nature. 

From there they are placed in boxes of variable 
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sizes, and in the ease of the device of this nature 
which we supply the industry, there are from 
twenty-five [2644-112] to forty or more of these 
scratchers in one box. I have seen Mr. Hall’s 
seratchers in an open van on—strike the word 
‘fopen’’—in a van in which there were a large stack 
tossed in in the same manner I have previously de- 
seribed, and from there thev go either through sup- 
ply houses or by service men to the well, where they 
are unpacked if they had been in boxes, or tossed on 
the casing rack or on top of the casing. Thereafter 
they are slid on the casing in a manner which is ac- 
complished by removing the protector, sliding them 
on the casing, and then the welder applies the beads 
above and below the seratchers, and in this process 
I would particularly note that the welder, after hav- 
ing finished the welding required on one joint of 
building the beads, he rolls the joint of casing over 
against the one previously mounted, in which the 
wires are deformed between their end, outer end and 
the coil, and are subjected to a pretty rough treat- 
ment. And when the time comes to run this device 
mounted joint of casing into the well it is rolled off 
the casing rack onto blocks or on the rig floor fre- 
quently, and then pulled into the derrick up into the 
“W’? as they call it, and subsequently latched onto 
by the small type elevators or cat line, and hoisted 
up into the derrick preparatory to being screwed 
into the previously run-in joint. So that the ac- 
euracy of the devices from start to finish [2644-113] 
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is extremely varible, and to reduce this thing to 
minimums is out of limit. 

In addition to that, I would say that different 
manufacturers of steel wire have different physical 
and chemical specifications, and you have to ac- 
count for those different specifications when you do 
the forming, because the creeping is more, the nor- 
malizing is different, and we will take all of this 
into consideration, and sell on the open market a 
54-inch seratcher for $6.00, and include in that 
price discounts to supply houses and maybe other 
people entitled to some part of this total $6.00 sales 
price, provide delivery to the well, for the service 
men there, and the reader of this can make his 
own estimate of how much money was spent in 
manufacturing the device, and the degree of ac- 
curacy that accompanied it and to extend this just a 
little further, why, the device will be taken clear to 
Eastern Venezuela and delivered to the warehouse 
of a consumer for a total of $6.00 American money. 

Q.447: I take 1t from what you say 

Mr. Scofield: Just a minute, let me have 

Q.448: (By Mr. Lyon): that these are not 
precision instruments ? A. That is correct. 

Mr. Scofield: Read the first part of that long 
answer, [2644-114] about the manufacture of the 
wires ? 

(Record read as requested. ) 


Mr. Scofield: Won’t vou fix the date of that 
wire operation ? 
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The Witness: I would like to make this addition: 
that in speaking of the riveted construction I am 
referring to the type of scratcher which was sup- 
plied the Gulf Oil Corporation in June or July of 
1947, and observations made of Mr. Hall’s product, 
having not seen him actually assemble a_ stud- 
mounted device in a shop, and that if I am in error 
in this variation in diameter permitted, the stand- 
ards which are prevalent in the industry should he 
substituted. 

Mr. Scofield: Well, ignore my question. I can 
bring it out on cross-examination. 

Q.449: (By Mr. Lyon): When these scratchers 
are finally lowered in the well on the casing are the 
wires at the same angles with relation to the radial 
lines of the scratcher? 

A. Repeat that question, please. 

Mr. Lyon: Read it, please. 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


The Witness: I interpret that you mean all of 
the same angular relation ? 
Q.450: Yes, [2644-115] 
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DEPOSITION OF KENNETH A. WRIGHT 
(In Rebuttal) 


Direct Examination 
By Mr. Lyon: 


Q.1: You are Kenneth A. Wright, who pre- 
viously testified in this matter, are you not? 

A. J am. 

Q.2: You are an officer of B & W? 

A. J am an officer of B & W, Incorporated, a 
California Corporation. 

Q.3: There has been some question concerning 
your filing of your original applications brought out 
by [2644-322] cross-examination of Mr. Barkis in 
this proceeding. You filed originally what applica- 
tion, the first one? 

A. Do you want me to identify it by number? 

Q.4: Or substance. [ will give you the number 
unless vou know the number. 

A. T don’t recollect numbers. 

Q.5: Which one was it? 

A. The first one was deseribed as a Method Pat- 
ent. 

Q.6: I will place before vou what I believe to be 
the method patent which vou are referring to and 
a copy of which has heretofore been placed in evi- 
dence, and that is Patent No. 2338372, is that cor- 
rect? 

A. That is the number of the patent for which I 
applied and subsequently received, the patent num- 
bered as vou stated. 


Kenneth A. Wright, etc. 2305 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 

Q.7: The application for that patent was filed 
according to the notation contained thereon, on 
August 19, 1939. Prior to the filing of this applica- 
tion, had you discussed with Mr. James M. Abbett, 
the attorney, the substance of this application? 

fee | had. 

Q.8: Had you and Mr. Barkis together discussed 
that matter with Mr. Abbett? 

A. No, not together. I mean by that that my 
recollection [2644-323] is my discussion—I am the 
only one that had the discussion with Mr. Abbett 
prior to this filing. Mr. Barkis and I discussed it 
together, but not in the presence of Mr. Abbett. 

Q.9: Now, subsequently you filed an application 
through Mr. Abbett for a second patent, that being 
2374317, a copy of which I place before vou, is that 
eorrect, Mr. Wright? 

A. Iam the patentee of Patent No. 2374317 and 
Mr. James M. Abbett was my attorney for part of 
the time when that patent application was made. 

Q.10: But that application was filed at the time 
that Mr. Abbett was representing you in these mat- 
ters, was it not? A. That is correct. 

Q.11: It has been pointed out that there is no 
disclosure in your appheation—in either of the ap- 
plications that resulted in the granting of either of 
these patents as to how these scratchers were 
mounted upon the casing. Have you any explanation 
for that? 


* % * 


A. With reference to the first patent, and I am 
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calling this 2374317 the second patent, Mr. Abbett 
said and his advice was ‘‘This is a method patent, re- 
quiring [2644-324] only schematic drawings, illus- 
trations, et cetera.’’ 

With reference to the second patent I supplied 
Mr. Abbett with copies of the Jones & Berdine 
paper which has been mentioned in these proceed- 
ings numerous times, which contains the illustrations 
and photographs, and supplied him also with our 
Bulletin 10, and it was his advice and counsel, which 
I followed, that using the word ‘‘secured’’ and illus- 
trating it in the manner shown in this particular 
patent was the correct way and the only necessary 
way to illustrate it. 

* * % 

Q.12: (By Mr. Lyon): State whether or not 
vou discussed with Mr. Abbett including in this ap- 
pheation for what you have described as the second 
patent, and I will refer to it as the 317 patent, 
setting forth in there the rotatable mounting of the 
seratcher. 

A. Mr. Abbett’s counsel and advice was that 
things illustrated in that manner, rotatable on cas- 
ing or on devices, was so old, and was not patentable, 
and advised me to file it in the manner which—in 
the form which this takes. [2644-325] 


* * * 


Q.13: (By Mr. Lyon): Did you discuss this 
advice with Mr. Barkis? 


, 
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A. J have no recollection of discussing that par- 
ticular feature with Mr. Barkis. 

Q.14: You carried on the prosecution of this ap- 
plication for some time with Mr. Abbett, I believe 
you have stated, on these applications, and then you 
changed attorneys, did you? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.15: Why? 

A. I came to the conclusion that Mr. Abbett, 
and I regret to say that the gentleman has passed 
on, and I do not mean to belittle him, but I lacked 
confidence in his decisions and conclusions and 
advice. 

Q.16: I notice in none of the patents or your 
advertising is ever used the word ‘‘rotatable’’ with 
reference to the mounting. How do you explain that, 
Mr. Wright? 

*% * * 

The Witness: your question is directed solely 
to the use of the word, specifie word ‘‘rotatable’’? 

Q.17: (By Mr. Lyon): That is right. [2644-326] 

A. And limited to that? 

Q.18: Right. 

A. In all of our advertisements the devices are 
illustrated rotatably mounted between stops, and 
never in any other manner, and it 1s my observation, 
after having thirty some odd years in this industry, 
that all the people that are in this industry know 
by looking at it what it means and how to mount 
it and use it. It is not necessary to put the word 
‘‘rotatable’’ on it any more than you might in 
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advertising an automobile have an arrow pointing 
to the wheels and the expression ‘‘these turn,’’ 
‘‘these wheels turn’’ or ‘‘wheels turn on their 
axles.”’ 

Q.19: I notice also that in your 317 patent there 
is only one form of scratcher illustrated. Have you 
an explanation for that, Mr. Wright? 

A. I followed the advice and counsel of Mr. 
Abbett, a patent attorney, who had charge of the 
prosecution of the patent at that time. 

Q.20: Had you ever filed a patent application 
before you filed the applications for these two 
patents ? 

A. According to my recollection, these two are 
the first two. 

Q.21: So that you were totally without exper- 
lence with respect to these matters at that time; 
is that correct? [2644-327] 

A. That is correct. 

Q.22: In the specification 317 patent set forth 
upon page 3, lines 64 to 68, a certain relationship 
of the wire ends to the well bore. Will you read that 
sentence and state whether or not that is the way 
in which all seratchers were operated up to at least 
the time of the filing of that application ? 


* * % 


Mr. Lyon: 64, first column, page 3. It starts at 
line 64. 

The Witness: I will start reading at line 64, 
column 1 of page 3, which reads as follows: 
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“When a lifting, lowering or rotating action is 
produced, the end of the fingers ‘22’ frictionally 
engage the well bore and these fingers tend to flex 
so that the end position of the portions ‘24’ scrape 
the walls of the well bore.’’ Ending on line 68. 

Q.23: (By Myr. Lyon): Was that statement 
intended by you, Mr. Wright, to be a teaching as to 
how these seratchers should operate ? 

A. That was my intention. 

).24: Will vou explain why vou were desirous 
of having the ends of the wires engage the well 
bore? [2644-328] 

A. The applheation—strike that—The patent 
which I was attempting to obtain ealled for the 
operating of the well wall at a certain time—Strike 
that and I will start over. 

The intention was to provide a device for operat- 
ing the walls of the well, and my coneeption of 
abrading was that it should require the end of the 
wire, or a wire end, whichever is preferable. 

Q.25: What type of formation or what type of 
structure were you trying to abrade, Mr. Wright? 

A. The principle object of the invention was to 
abrade the permeable strata where the 

The Reporter: Will vou repeat that. please? 

The Witness: Where the production sections are 
positioned, which are under sand sections, usually. 

Q.26: (By Mr. Lyon): I believe that you con- 
tinued to make some statement which was not 
eaught by the reporter with respect to the position- 
ing of the filter eake. 
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A. It is only on the permeable strata that the 
filter cake is deposited. 

Q.27: What do you mean when you use the 
words ‘‘filter cake’’? 

A. Filter cake is a deposit on the permeable 
strata of a well composed of the solid material of the 
drilling fluid and that is the filter cake, and 
although [2644-329] it is suspended in whatever 
fluid the filter cake—whatver fluid might be used 
to drill the well. 

Q.28: Well, now, can you explain the operation 
of the deposition of that so-called filter cake on the 
permeable strata? For example, compare it with the 
ordinary filtering operation through a filter paper, 
if vou can. 

* ¥ * 

The Witness: The filtration method or process 
phenomenon in a well on the permeable strata is 
identical with the phenomenon of filtration through 
a filter paper in a laboratory or wherever it takes 
place; that is, it is a separation of the fluid material 
from the solid material. 

Q.29: (By My. Lyon): And fluid material passes 
through the filter paper or through the permeable 
strata, is that mght? 

* ¥ * 

The Witness: That is correct. 

Q20: (By Mr.Lyon): Now, you have stated that 
you wanted the ends of the wires to abrade the for- 
mation; why ? 


* * * 


The Witness: The filter cake in my opinion 
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should [2644-330] be removed in order to permit the 
cement to have direct contact with the wall of the 
well at those positions. 

Q.31: (By Mr. Lyon): State whether or not 
those are the critical positions in a cementing opera- 
tion. 

* % * 

The Witness: The critical part of a well is the 
cementing of the casing opposite the production 
sections, be that gas or oil, or it could even conceiv- 
ably be water, the perfect cementation between 
upper and lower limits of each of these permeable 
strata. 

Q.32: (By Mr. Lyon): What is the object of 
cementation ? 

* *% % 

The Witness: The object of the cementation is to 
permit you to withdraw from that particular strata 
the fluid or gas contained therein to the exelusion of 
any other undesired portion of the well. 

Q.33: (By Mr. Lyon): Does the wall cleaning 
guide in a well operate to abrade the well wall by 
having the ends of the wires in contact with the 
wall surface? 

*% * * 

The Witness: Yes, they do. 

Q.34: (By Mr. Lyon): Does it abrade the wall in 
any other way? [2644-331] 


* *% * 


The Witness: I don’t understand you. 
Q.35: (By Mr. Lyon): Does it abrade the well 
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wall in any other way other than the ends of the 
wires in engagement with the well wall? 


* * * 


The Witness: The purpose of the device in my 
opinion—the purpose of the device in my design, in 
my opinion the ends, the outer ends abrade the well 
wall. 

Q.36: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Wright, I hand 
you Exhibit HHH, which is a Weatherford 
seratcher purchased, and I ask you if to your 
knowledge there has been any change whatsoever 
made in that scratcher other than the cutting of the 
ends of the wires off and welding the collar to- 
gether? 

A. According to my knowledge, this device is 
unaltered except for cutting the ends to a uniform 
diameter and it is changed from a split ring or 
sleeve to a solid ring by welding at the points which 
are blackened so as to make a continuous ring, 
which it was not at the time of receipt by B & W. 

Q.37: Has there been any change whatsoever 
inade, to your knowledge, in the direction that the 
coils extend in either row of such coils with respect 
to the radius of this scratcher? 

A. Not to mv knowledge. 

Q.38: Mr. Wright, I will refer you to [2644-332] 
Figure 27 of the Jones & Berdine report, and I eall 
your attention to the fact that there is more or less 
a saw-toothed formation at the end of the 
cement 
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Q.39: (By Mr. Lyon): where the cement 
is of an enlarged diameter approximating that or 
is that of the inside diameter of the canvas bag, and 
I will ask you if you observe that that is a 
saw-toothed shoulder. First, do you make that 
observation ? 


* * & 


The Witness: I am sorry, but Mr. Scofield’s 
interruption caused me to lose the trend of your 
question. 

Q.40: (By Mr. Lyon): I first want to know 
if that, in your opinion, is a saw-toothed shoulder 
at the point I defined. 


* * * 


The Witness: This is a general term which 
might be [2644-333] applied to that particular point 
on this billet. 

Q.41: (By Mr. Lyon): In your opinion, could 
the wall cleaning guide that had been utilized mm that 
test produce a uniform or even should under the con- 
ditions of its operation in the test portrayed by Fig- 
ure 27 of the Jones & Berdine report ? 


* * * 


The Witness: In my opinion, it could not. 

Q.42: (By Mr. Lyon): Why? 

A. There are several reasons, one of them being 
that during the period that fluid cement passed 
by this scratcher there was only one and a half 
reciprocations, so that there was deposition, re- 
moval, and redeposition during this period of time, 
and sufficient time and number of strokes were not 
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permitted to make anything close to a uniform pat- 
tern at that point on the billet. 

Mr. Scofield: Will you read that answer, please? 

Q.43: (By Mr. Lyon): Proceed, just finish 
your answer. 

A. That is the principle one. 

Q.44: All right. 

Mr. Scofield: Read the answer please, Mac. 

The Witness: There is also, if I may add, the 
question of whether the operator lowered the casing 
to the same point at each time he made a reciproca- 
tion at any time during the operation, because it 
was a manually-operated [2644-334] operation 
earried out by a man on the tank. 

@.45: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, is it also true 

Mr. Scofield: Wait just a minute. Read the 
answer. 

Mr. Lyon: Just a minute, until we finish, and 
you can get it then. 

().46: Isn’t it also true that the wires of the 
well cleaning guide are positioned around the pe- 
riphery of that guide in a spiral fashion ? 


* * * 


The Witness: ‘The device which—a replica of the 
device which caused this pattern that is in evidence 
here is here on the table before us, and the device 
speaks for itself. 

Q.47: (By Mr. Lyon): That device you refer to 
is Petitioner’s Exhibit M. 

Mr. Scofield: Just a minute. Let me have the 
last two questions and answers, please. 
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(Reeord read as follows :) 


‘*Q.41: In your opinion, could the wall cleaning 
guide that had been utilized in that test produce a 
uniform or even shoulder under the conditions of 
its operation in the test portrayed by Figure 27 of 
the Jones & Berdine report? 

‘*Mr. Scofield: The same objection. [2644-335] 

‘“The Witness: In my opinion, it could not. 

“*Q).42: (By Mr. Lyon): Why? 

‘CA. There are several reasons, one of them being 
that during the period that fluid cement passed by 
this scratcher there was only one and a half recipro- 
cations, so that there was deposition, removal and 
redeposition during this period of time, and suf- 
ficient time and number of strokes were not permit- 
ted to make anything close to a uniform pattern 
at that point on the billet. 

“Mr. Scofield: Will you read that answer, please ? 

Q.438: (By Mr. Lyon): Proceed, just finish 
your answer. A. That is the principle one. 

““Q.44: All right. 

‘*Mr. Scofield: Read the answer, please, Mac. 

‘The Witness: There is also, if I may add, the 
question of whether the operator lowered the casing 
to the same point at each time he made a reeiproca- 
tion at any time during the operation, because it 
was a manually-operated operation carried out by 
a man on the tank.”’ 

The Witness: Operating a block and [2644-336] 
tackle. 
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Q.48: (By Mr. Lyon): The length of the stroke 
of reciprocation was determined in this operation, 
was it not, by the man pulling on the rope? 


* % * 


The Witness: Presuming the man was in- 
structed previously, but the actual amount of rope 
he pulled through the block and tackle was operated 
by this man, and he alone performed that particular 
task. 

ae * * 

Q.49: (By Mr. Lyon): You were there, were 
vou not, Mr. Wright, and observed this opera- 
tion? [2644-337] 

% * % 

A. Yes, that is 

The Witness: I witnessed one test where the man 
on the tank raised and lowered the casing in the 
simulated well bore, which was the steel eylinder 
with a canvas bag inside of it 


* * * 


Q.51: (By Mr. Lyon): And the only way he 
had of determining the length of the stroke was 
his visual observation of how much rope he pulled 
through the block and tackle, was it ? 


* * % 


The Witness: As far as I was able to determine 
that is the only way he measured it or controlled it. 
Q.52: (By Mr. Lyon): You have heard the 
testimony of Mr. Barkis given on direet examina- 
tion two days ago, Tuesday ? A. Yes, I did. 
Q.53: And you heard his statement with reference 


Kenneth A. Wright, etc. 2317 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 
to the fact that B & W had never received any 
assignment of the 627013 application; is [2644-338] 
that correct? 

ae % ¥ 

The Witness: B & W had never received any 
assignment of patent application 623—627013. 

Q.54: (By Mr. Lyon): Did B & W ever 
receive any assignment of the application Serial No. 
50619? 

% *% * 

The Witness: They have not or it has not, which 
is more correct. 

* * * 

The Witness: Speaking of the corporation as 
PT 

Q.55: (By Mr. Lyon): You were present in the 
court, Mr. Wright, in May of 1949, at the time of 
the partial trial of the action of Jesse E. Hall 
versus Kenneth A. Wright and B & W, Ine., Civil 
Action No. 7839? [2644-339] 

A. I was. 

Q.56: <At that time do you recall hearing Mr. 
Scofield, in response to the court, state to the court 
that ‘‘I do not intend to assign the 627013 applica- 
tion to B & W’’? 

* * * 

The Witness: My own recollection is that he 
made that statement to the court. 

Q.57: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Wright, there has 
been testimony given on behalf of Hall with ref- 
erence to the deformation of scratchers, particularly 
wall cleaning guides. Are you familiar with the 
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Shell tests that were run in Louisiana that Mr. 
Barkis referred to this morning ? 


* % * 


The Witness: It is my recollection that I saw 
either one or two of those scratchers in our Houston 
office some two or three months after these were 
given to Mr. Barkis. 

Q.58: (By Mr. Lyon): In the seratchers that 
you saw, was there any deformation of the wires? 

A. No. [2644-340] 

% * % 

Q.59: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Wright, I will hand 
you two photographs and I will ask you if you can 
identify these photographs? A. I ean. 

Mr. Lyon: I will ask that the photographs which 
I handed to the witness and which he says he can 
identify be marked for identification as the Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibits 6Z-1 and 62-2. 


(The photographs referred to were marked 
by the reporter as Petitioner’s Exhibits 6Z-1 
and 6Z-2, copies of which are made a part of this 
deposition. ) 


Q.60: (By Mr. Lyon): Will you tell me what 
the photographs 6Z-1 and 6Z-2 are, Mr. Wright? 

A. These are photographs which I instructed 
to be taken of the serateher which I obtained down 
in the Long Beach oil field area after 1t had been 
removed from a casing which had been pulled from 
a well and was cut from the casing by a welder, and 
the welder was not in the employ of B & W, nor, did 
he do this cutting or removing [2644-341] at my 
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instructions or request. I took the scratchers— 
this scratcher and had the photographs and the 
prints developed from the negatives taken. 

Q.61: What are the seratchers in these photo- 
graphs, Mr. Wright? 

A. Iam assuming they are scratchers which had 
been made by the Weatherford Spring Company. 

Q.62: Why do you make such an assumption? 

% * * 

The Witness: I do not know of any other manu- 
facturer of an appliance of this nature and at the 
time that these were recovered—at the time that this 
was recovered, rather. I have only one conclusion and 
that is it was manufactured by the Weatherford 
Spring Company. 

% * * 

@.63: (By Mr. Lyon): What time was this, Mr. 
Wright? 

A. I will state that B & W did not make it. 

Q.64: (By Mr. Lyon): What time was this, 
Na W melt 7 

A. ‘These photographs are dated October 4, 1947, 
and at this moment I. cannot recollect how much 
before this particular time I obtained the scratcher. 

Q.65: You obtained these prints from the pho- 
tographer, did you? [2644-342] 

% * % 

The Witness: That is correct. 

Q.66: (By Mr. Lyon): In the regular course of 
business ? A. That is correct. 


* * * 
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Q.67: (By My. Lyon): These prints, Exhibits 
6Z-1 and 6Z-2, were dated when you received them, 
were they, Mr. Wright? 


* ¥ * 


The Witness: At this moment I cannot state 
whether the October 4, 1947, refers to the date of 
taking the picture, but that is my belief. 

Q.68: (By Mr. Lyon): Well, my question was, 
the prints were so dated when you received them, 
is that correct? A. That is correct. 


* ¥ * 


The Witness: They were marked by the photo- 
graphing company who did the work. 

@.69: (By Mr. Lyon): Do you recognize the 
seratcher [2644-343] shown in these photographs? 


* * ¥ 


The Witness: I beheve the design of this 
seratcher is identical to that which Mr. Hall put 
into evidence during the period we took deposi- 
tions in Houston and I find no material difference 
between that and this device here, which was pur- 
chased by B & W, from some supply company. 

Q.70: (By Mr. Lyon): By this, which exhibit 
do you refer to? 

* ¥ * 

The Witness: And I believe that is Petitioner’s 
Exhibit HHH. 

Q.71: (By Mr. Lyon): Where was this well 
that you spoke of, Mr. Wright? 


* 7 * 
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The Witness: This scratcher was obtained from 
a casing in a—which had been hauled from a well 
into a small yard adjacent to the operations down 
there. 

Q.72: (By My. Lyon): What was the name of 
the operations? 

¥* * *% 

The Witness: It is my recollection at this moment 
that it belonged to the General Petroleum Corpo- 
ration’s yard. [2644-344] 

Q.73: (By Mr. Lyon): Where? 


* * % 


The Witness: In the Wilmington-Long Beach 
oil field area. 

Q.74: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, did you ascertain 
how the seratcher in these photographs, Exhibits 
6Z-1 and 6Z-2, had been used, if they were, by the 
General Petroleum Company? 


* * * 


The Witness: Assuming it was the General 
Petroleum, and that is my present recollection, the 
liner had been pulled—or this particular casing 
had been pulled from a well. 

Q.75: (By Mr. Lyon): And how deep was the 
well ? 

* * * 

Q.76: (By Mr. Lyon): If you remember. 

A. I don’t recall the depth and [ am not certain 
whether I determined the depth. 
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Q.77: Well, what is the depth of wells in that 

area ? 
¥ ¥ ¥ 

The Witness: To my knowledge, the wells vary 
in depth from the shallowest, 2400 feet, or approxi- 
mately that figure, to 6,000 feet. 

Q.78: (By Mr. Lyon): They don’t have wells 
in that area [2644-345] of a depth of a thousand 
feet? 

* x * 

The Witness: Not to my knowledge. 

Q.79: (By Mr. Lyon): I note in the photo- 
graph, Exhibit 6Z-2, that substantially all of the 
wires are pulled from the ring collar and that some 
of the wires are twisted through the holes of the 
collar. Is that the condition of the scratcher when 
you found it in this yard, Mr. Wright? 


¥ * * 


The Witness: With the exception that two loose 
wires on the inside, which can be more easily seen 
in the plan view, those are the wires which were 
picked up by me which fell out of the collar when it 
was eut in two and T took them and placed them in 
that position when the photograph was taken. 

Q.80: (By Mr. Lyon): Were there any other 
wires there that could have been associated at any 
time with the seratcher in these photographs, Ex- 
hibits 6Z-1 and 6Z-2? 

¥ * % 
The Witness: Not that I can recall at this time. 
Q.81: (By Mr. Lyon): As pictured in_ the 


Kenneth A. Wright, etc. 2329 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 

photographs, Petitioner’s Exhibits 6Z-1 and 6Z-2, 
was there ever at any time any change made in any 
of the wires or the collar from the time that you 
found the collar and the wires in this yard at the 
General Petroleum Company, as you [2644-346] 
have testified ? 

* * * 

The Witness: I made no alteration whatsoever 
in any of the wires in any respect thereto except as 
I have testified, and what I mean by that is when 
these two individual wires which are entirely loose 
from the segments of the collar were taken by me to 
the photographer and placed in that position, as so 
shown by the photographs. 

Q.83: (By Mr. Lyon): Did the collars or wires 
leave your possession at any time after you found 
them in the yard of the General Petroleum until you 
delivered them to the [2644-347] photographer ? 


* *% * 


The Witness: I delivered them to the photog- 
rapher myself and no one else had anything else to 
do with them. 

Q.84: Does the picture portray exactly the con- 
dition of the scratcher collar and wires as you found 
them in the General Petroleum Company yard? 


* * * 
The Witness: They do, with the exception 
* % x 


The Witness: of these two loose wires which 
I have mentioned heretofore. 


2324 Jesse Kj. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer in evidence at this time 
the two photographs Petitioner’s Exhibits 6Z-1 and 
6Z-2. 

* * * 

Q.85: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Wright, were you 
at any time advised of the abandonment of the Hall 
application Serial No. 388891 prior to the receipt by 
you of the letter from the Patent Office, Exhibit 
6W ? 

* * * 

The Witness: I was not. 

Q.86: (By Mr. Lyon): Were you advised at 
any time prior [2644-348] to August 22, 1946, of the 
filing of the application Serial No. 627013? 

* * %* 

The Witness: I was not. 

Q.87: (By Mr. Lyon): Were you ever con- 
sulted as to what should be in the application Serial 
No. 6270138 ? 

* * * 

The Witness: I was not. 

Q.88: (By Mr. Lyon): Were vou ever advised 
at anv time with respect to any of the prosecutions 
of the application Serial No. 388891 from the time 
of this meeting with Mr. Hall on September 15, 
1944, to and including the advice that you received 
from the Patent Office of the abandonment of that 
application, and that advice bemg as shown in 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 6W ? 


* * 7 


The Witness: Ihad no communication or advice 
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whatsoever or information about that application 
during those periods, during that period. 

Q.89: (By Mr. Lyon): Were you at any time 
advised with respect to the solicitation of any claim 
or claims in either of the applications 627013 or 
509619 by Mr. Scofield or anvone acting on behalf of 
Mr. Hall? 


% * * 


The Witness: I was not. [2644-349] 
* *% & 
Q.90: (By Mr. Lyon): Do you have any knowl- 
edge, Mr. Wright, as to when the claims purported 
to be claims 28, 24, and 31 of the Hall application 


Serial No. 55619 were solicited in that application 
or were placed in that application Serial No. 55619? 


* *% * 


The Witness: Would vou mind rereading the 
question, Mac? 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


The Witness: Iam a little uncertain as to what 
you mean, Mr. Lyon. 

Q.88: (By Mr. Lyon): Do you know whether 
the claims were originally included in the applica- 
tion Serial No. 55619 as that application was filed ? 

A. I have no knowledge when those claims were 
inserted in that application. 

Q.89: Do you know whether or not those claims 
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were inserted in that application before January 27, 
1950? 

% * * 

The Witness: As I stated before, I don’t know 
when they were inserted in that application. 

Q.90: (By Mr. Lyon): Were you at any time 
asked or consulted with respect to the solicitation 
of the Claims 23, 24, and 31 1n the appheation Serial 
No. 55619 ? [2644-350] 

* * * 

The Witness: I was never advised or consulted 
in any manner about those claims, and I mean by 
‘“‘advised’”’ prior to their insertion. 

Q.91: (By Mr. Lyon): Were you ever advised 
with respect to the abandonment of the application 
Serial No. 627013 ? 

* * * 

The Witness: You mean prior to its abandon- 
ment ? 

Q.92: (By Mr. Lyon): Prior to its abondon- 
ment. 

A. No, I was not advised at any time. 

Q. 93: Were you advised it was going to be 
abandoned ? A. No, I was not. 

Q.94: Were you asked whether it should be 
abandoned ? 

* * * 

The Witness: No, I was not. 

Q.95: (By Mr. Lyon): You were present and 
heard testimony of Mr. Hall in Houston—— 

Mr. Scofield: When? 
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weve. (by Mr. Lyon): in this matter ? 

A. I did. 

Q.97: Did you at any time prior to hearing Mr. 
Hall’s testimony understand that Mr. Hall thought 
that the tangential scratcher was no good ? [2644-351] 


* * * 


The Witness: Will vou please read the question, 
Mr. McClure. 


(Question read by the reporter.) 


The Witness: I thought Mx. Hall thought that 
the tangential feature was the all-important feature. 

Q.98: (By Mr. Lyon): By that you mean prior 
to hearing his testimony ? 


% * * 


The Witness: Prior to hearing his testimony. 
Mr. Lyon: I think we will take a ten-minute 
recess at this time. 


(A short recess was here taken.) 


Q.99: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Wright, state 
whether or not you have observed the tracings made 
by the end of seratcher wires during the movement 
inside a steel easing under different conditions? 

A. I have. 

Q.100: Have you at any time with any scratcher 
ever seen under any test or under any operation a 
seratcher produce a spiral trace? 
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A. I have never seen a_ scratecher produce 
a [2644-352] spiral trace. 

Q.101: Do you recall when Mr. Decker was 
employed by B & W? 

A. It is my recollection 

Mr. Scofield: That is objected to as immaterial 
and improper rebuttal. 

The Witness: It is my recollection that B & W 
emploved Mr. Decker about March of 1947. 

Q).102: (By Mr. Lyon): Is Mr. Decker a patent 
lawyer? A. He was not; he is not. 

Q.103: In the making of the wall cleaning guide 
and in the making of the first of the scratchers of 
that type, which as far as I understand it are those 
which are pictorially illustrated in the Jones & 
Berdine report did you have any tools, dies, or jigs 
made for the formations of those scratchers ? 

A. I am not certain which scratchers you are 


referring to. 

Q.104: The three shown in the Jones—I mean 
those shown in the three different photographs, 
Figures 14, 18 and 26 in the Jones & Berdine report. 

A. At the time these seratchers were made which 
are shown in the Jones & Berdine report, there was 
a die of a nature to form the clips, such as are seen 


on this device 
Q.105: Exhibit M? [2644-353] 
ne Exhibit M, and there was also in exist- 
ence at that time, I believe, according to mv 
recollection, a die of some nature to make wires for 
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one other size of scratcher other than 314, and there 
were some fixtures which would be equally adapt- 
able to making diameters of bands of more than one 
particular diameter, but as far as the actual bending 
of the wires for the 314-inch seratcher, a simple jig 
was devised so that they would have a uniform 
pattern. To that extent, it was hand-operated, inas- 
much as sixty or more of the wires had to be formed, 
and so they were handmade. As far as the forming 
of the wires, which includes the inner end, the 
arcuate section, the curved section with the radius 
which leaves the periphery and extends outwardly 
thereafter 
Q@.106: I did not just get that. Just read me that 
last part of the answer. 
(The last part of the answer was read by 
the reporter. ) 


The Witness: Those were made by a simple 
fixture or jig, whichever you elect to call it. 

Mr. Scofield: You had better read the whole 
question and answer, if you will, please. 

The Witness: For the 34% inch scratcher sup- 
plied for the Jones test. 


(The record was read by the [2644-354] 
reporter. ) 


Q.107: (By Mr. Lyon): Do I understand your 
testimony to be that this simple Jig also formed 
the free ends of the scratcher wires, and by ‘‘free 
ends’’ J mean the ends of the wires beyond the 
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are curve end of the wire where the wire passes 
out from under the clip? 


* * * 


Q.108: (By Mr. Lyon): Do you understand my 
definition of free end of the wire, Mr. Wright? 

A. I believe I do and I will ask you further, 
are you referring to this bend where I have placed 
my finger? 

Q.109: Yes, is there any definite die or jig for 
forming that bend? 

A. No, there was not. 

Q.110: Was there any tool, die or jig formed for 
forming the bend in the free ends of the wires as 
they are shown in either Figures 14 or 18 of the 
Jones & Berdine report? 


* *% * 


The Witness: According to my knowledge there 


was not. 
Q.111: (By Mr. Lyon): How were these bends 
in the ends of the wires formed. 


* % % 
O12: (By Mirsivon) = in the seratchers 
of the Jones [2644-355] & Berdine report as shown 
in Figures 14, 18 and 26? 


* % % 
The Witness: According to my recollection they 
were formed out at the Domiguez Hill operation with 
pliers. 
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Q.113: (By Mr. Lyon): Did you take part in 
that formation ? 

% * * 

The Witness: In part of them I did. 

Q.114: (By Mr. Lyon): Were the same dies 
used in forming the clips for Exhibit M that were 
used for the formation of the clips of the scratchers 
in Figures 14, 18 and 26? 


* * * 


The Witness: That I cannot say, for the reason 
that the time interval may have caused one to be 
worn out and another replaced, but it is identical 
in every respect. 

Q.115: (By Mr. Lyon): Was there any differ- 
ence in the way that the wires are held to the 
seratcher 


* * * 


Q.116: (By Mr. Lyon): collar or on the 
outer periphery of the scratcher collar on Exhibit M 
than was true of the scratchers in Figures 14, 
18 and 262 

* * * 

The Witness: None whatsoever. 

Q.117: (By Mr. Lyon): I note in the scratcher 
wires on Exhibit M that there is a certain amount of 
freedom or flexibility of the wires. Was or was that 
not [2644-356] true of the scratchers of Figures 14, 
18 and 26 of the Jones & Berdine report? 


* * * 
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The Witness: The wires of the scratchers in the 
Jones & Berdine tests were flexibly mounted and 
free to flex around the periphery beneath the clips. 

Q.118: (By Mr. Lyon): Was that different in 
any way from the manner in which they are 
mounted in Exhibit M? 


* * * 


The Witness: None whatsoever. 

Q.119: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Wright, have you 
observed B & W’s scratchers under actual opera- 
tion, being run into a well? 

A. Yes, I have, with the limitation that observa- 
tions stops, visual observation that is, when they 
pass into the casing of the well and are immersed in 
the drilling fluid of the well. 

Q.120: You have been on actual operations with 
B & W scratchers on many occasions, have you not? 

A. J have, and which scratchers are you re- 
ferring to? 

Q.121: Well, all three of them. 

A. I have been present when all 

Q.122: That is, the Nu-Coil, the Multi-Flex and 
the wall cleaning guide ? [2644-357] 

A. That is correct. 

Q.123: And you have also had considerable 
experience on drilling rigs prior to your going into 
the business of manufacturing scratchers, have you 
not? A. In my opinion, I have. 

Q.124: In fact, since you left college vou ex- 
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pended all of your working hours in the petroleum 
industry, haven’t you? A. That is correct. 

Q.125: How old are you now? 

A. 595 years old. 

Q.126: When did you leave college? 

A. 1921, June of that year. 

Q.127: There has been considerable said in this 
case 

A. May I make an exception, that I have done 
some geological work in Australia, at which time I 
was not actually drilling a well or close to the actual 


operations of drilling a well. 

Q.128: For how long a period was that? 

A. Somewhere between two and three years. I 
don’t recall the period. 

Q.129: There has been considerable testimony 
given here with respect to casing rotation. Will you 
state your observations and experiences with respect 
to casing rotation, both with and without scratchers, 
centralizers or [2644-358] seratchers and central- 
1Zers ? 

A. Well, I will respond to that question by first 
asking you: You do not mean the rotation of easing 
during the cementing by the rotation method 
and. 

Q.130: No. 

A. and accompanied by the use of rotary 
seratchers; is that correct? 

Q.131: That is correct, eliminate the rotary 
seratchers and rotation method of cementing. 


2004 Jesse E. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 

A. It has been my observation through actually 
being present on the rig floor on a great number of 
wells that every string of drill pipe or casing which 
is run into either the drill pipe or casing, which can 
be in some cases a quarter of a turn throughout the 
lowering of an 80-foot stand or a complete revolu- 
tion, followed later by a stand or two with practi- 
cally no observable rotation, followed thereafter by 
other rotation, maybe in an opposite direction, and 
so on until bottom is reached. The same holds true 
for casing lowered into the well, and I will identify 
that particular casing as being bare of any addi- 
tional equipment other than the casing shoe or float 
shoe, which 1s customary in practically all cement 
operations. When scratchers and/or centralizers are 
mounted on the casing this same general pattern 
holds true; the observation is, the angular reversals 
and the direction [2644-359] of the particular course 
of the well at any particular point influencing this 
rotational movement of the drill pipe or casing, 
and that there is no relationship, in my observation, 
between the presence of scratchers on the casing 
with this rotational movement whatsoever. 

Q.132: Has this fact of casing rotation been the 
subject of any particular development in oil wells, 
Mr. Wright? 

A. Ido not quite understand your question, Mr. 
Lyon. 

Q.133: Has the fact of rotation of a string of 
easing or pipe in being run into or out of a well 
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been the subject of any particular development with 
respect to oil drilling or orientation ? 

A. Do you have reference to the running of the 
drill pipe ? 

Q.134: Casing, pipe casing or drill pipe, any 
one of the three. 

A. JI am sorry, I have to repeat I still don’t 
quite understand your question. 

Q.135: Well, has the fact of rotation, of pipe 
rotation, on going into the well, been the subject of 
any particular development or problem in oil well 
drilling or oil well surveying, or anything of that 
character ? 

A. Well, the course of the bore hole [2644-360] 
and its deflections have been the subject of study 
starting many, many years ago, even to the point 
of going back to 1878. There were people securing 
patents on attempts to devise devices to survey a 
bore hole, and the amount of deflection of these 
rotary-drilled holes was of a nature and an amount 
that was hard to believe when we in the industry 
started closer spacing of wells and found that wells 
of substantial distance apart on the surface communi- 
cated with each other, and that made the proof, 
which is irrefutable, and this was followed by the 
development of surveying instruments which did 
accurately survey this course, and the people then 
understood more about this problem. 

But all of the holes drilled, it was generally 
conceded, have numerous reversals in any partic- 
ular course, and it is just the case of holding it toa 


2336 Jesse i. Hall, ete., vs. 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 

stated minimum and the operator decides what 
that minimum shall be and drills his well accord- 
ingly. Then the placing of the casing in that well, 
of course, follows the actual drilling and the rotary 
observations and the observations of the turning of 
the casing where it is lowered in are not considered 
to be anything of—anything unusual or anything 
more than that in the ordinary course of develop- 
ment of the well. 

However, if I understand your question, possibly 
vou might be referring to Mr. Paul’s [2644-361] 
assertions about this movement being induced by 
the placing of the equipment which he mentions on 
the casings to be placed in the well. Is that what you 
were referring to? 

Q.136: Well, I was particularly referring to 
this, Mr. Wright: State whether it is or is not true 
that the are with respect to well surveys deals 
extensively with the problem of orienting the 
amount of pipe rotation with reference to the survey 
being made? 

A. That is correct. The Anderson survey, which 
was the original one developed and still the principle 
method, is predicated on the fact that they carry the 
orientation to the well, which means the observa- 
tions in cumulative angular movement throughout 
the lowering into the well of the instrument. Other- 
wise than that, the survey would not be accurate. 

Q.137: And the surveying art teaches, does it 
not, that when the survey is made that without such 
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orientation and determination of the amount of pipe 
rotation that a survery of the well cannot be made ? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.138: And that is a survey of rotation of the 
pipe on which nothing is mounted, is it? 

A. There is a survey tool positioned on the 
lowermost end of the drill pipe which is lowered 
into the well. That intrument is housed in a casing 
of the [2644-362] diameter about the size of the 
lowering end string. 

Q.139: Is there anything in that added instru- 
mentality in the casing which would induce a com- 
plete rotation? 

A. None whatsoever, and it is very expertly 
engineered. 

@.140: There have been considerable statements 
made throughout the record with reference to hole 
irregularity, and by that I mean of the drilled 
hole, and the so-called enlargements of the hole 
diameter and in that regard we have made reference 
to certain well surveys as set forth in the Teplitz 
report, which is in evidence as Exhibit 5G. 

Mr. Scofield: 5 what? 

Mae Iiyon: G. 

Q.141: Have you made any study at any time of 
such hole irregularities as shown by such survey, 
Mr. Wright? 

¥ * * 

The Witness: I have observed and been shown 

by engineers of oil companies considerable numbers 
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of caliper surveys and I have observed the one or 
more which are in the Teplitz report of 1946. 

Q.142: (By Mr. Lyon): What is the character 
and extent of the irregularities which occur in an 
ordinary oil well, and have you had prepared any 
chart or diagram or tracing which is illustrative of 
the intensity of such [2644-363] diameter changes, 
Mr. Wright? 

% * * 

The Witness: The actual diameter of the bore 
hole is an extremely variable thing and will depend 
upon many, many factors. The best answer which 
might be applied I think is to take any particular 
survey and study it and make the observation from 
it, and I have studied the caliper survey which is 
seen in the first diagram or first figure, I believe, of 
the Teplitz report, and if you will place one before 
me, I will be certain I am talking of the correct 
one. 

* * * 

Mr. Lyon: 5G. 

Q.143: I hand you the photostatic copy of the 
Teplitz report, a photostatic copy of which is in 
evidence as Exhibit 5G, and I ask vou to look at this 
and see if this is the report that you referred to, 
and the figure that you referred to in that report. 

A. The report which IT have before me is titled 
‘fan Investigation of Oil Well Cementing,’’ the 
authors being H. A. Teplitz of the Gulf Research & 
Development Company, and W. E. Halliburton, of 
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the Halliburton Oil Well Cementing [2644-364] 
Company. 

This photostat was taken of pages of the Petro- 
leum Engineer Reference Annual for 1946. It is 
to be noted further that at the bottom of the first 
column on page 114, where this article starts, is 
stated the following: 

‘‘Presented before Southwestern District, API, 
Division of Production, Shreveport, Louisiana, May 
17-18, 1946.”’ 

Turning to page 116, we find Figure 1, and on 
the left-hand portion we find the depths recorded 
in this figure followed by the electric log and then 
the observations by the authors as to what forma- 
tions existed, at those depths. There is also a nota- 
tion with reference to the caliper log dimensions by 
inches and a vertical dotted lne which states ‘* Bit 
size 97/%,."’ 

There is additionally noted on this particular 
figure the notation: ‘‘ Perf.’ underneath which there 
is a little symbol indicating what I understand, and 
the text confirms, that this abbreviation refers to 
perforations made in the casing cemented in the 
well, and that these perforations are made between 
the depths of 9560 and 9574. From this 

Q.144: Just a moment, Mr. Wright, I don’t want 
to interrupt your thought there, but I want to get 
a little something on the scales of this plitting 
which is in the [2644-365] figure you are referring 
to. The vertical scale of this clock is in hundred 
feet, is it not? A. That is correct. 
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Q.145: And the horizontal scale is in five feet— 
five inches, is it not. No, it is fifteen inches, is it 
not? 

* ¥ ¥ 
The Witness: There is present—— 


* ¥ * 


The Witness: Continuing on, I would note that 
vertical scale is provided in terms of hundreds of 
feet. The lateral seale with reference to the di- 
ameter is provided, and the interval between five 
inches, ten inches, and fifteen inches is shown so 
as to provide a reference point, and together with 
this is the base line previously mentioned as the 
dotted line referring to the bit size of 9% inches. 

Mr. Scofield: The 5, 10 and 15 inches only has 
to do with reference to the caliper log? 

The Witness: That is my understanding, and it 
is so noted and indicated in this Figure 1. 

Q.146: (By Mr. Lyon): The point that I was 
making, Mr. Wright, is that each square vertically 
is made to represent 100 feet and horizontally 15 
inches. 

A. That is correct. With the Figure No. 1 in 
this [2644-366] report as a basis for the study, 
it will be noted that with reference to the bit size 
used to drill the hole into which subsequently was 
lowered this instrument known as a ealiper survey 
which provided the observations which are repre- 
sented by this line shown on this report 
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Q.147: The bit size was what, what typical bit 
size? 

A. The bit size noted here is 9% inch. Now, 
it can be noted from this caliper survey that there 
is a hole approximately 15 inches in diameter, and 
that there is a hole which might be as low as maybe 
914, inches. Inasmuch as this particular scale is very 
condensed, it would make a more accurate determi- 
nation difficult, and because of that I have had this 
particular Figure 1 enlarged by photostatic means 
to an intermediate size, and after having arrived at 
this intermediate size have selected what I term to 
be a critical portion of this particular well, and it 
contains the—or is directed to that particular area 
above where the perforations were made and include 
that area or vertical section where the perforations 
were made. [2644-367] 

Q.148: (By Mr. Lyon): Go ahead, Mr. Wright. 

A. At this particular stage of the enlargements 
it is possible to do more careful work in terms of 
providing a center line through this black 

Mr. Lyon: Just before we get further, so that 
this matter will be of record, I will ask that the inter- 
mediate enlargement be marked for identification 
as the Petitioner’s Exhibit 7A. 

Mr. Scofield: That is a blow-up of Fig. 1. 

The Witness: That is correct. 


(The intermediate enlargement referred to 
was marked by the Notary Publie as Peti- 
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tioner’s Exhibit 7A for identification, and made 
a part of this deposition.) 


Mr. Lyon: And I will ask that the greater en- 
largement Mr. Wright has produced be marked as 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7B for identification. 


(Enlargement referred to was marked by the 
Notary Publie as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7B for 
identification and [2644-368] made a part of 
this deposition.) 


Mr. Scofield: What is that, the caliper section 
of 95-9600 ? 

The Witness: It is the area immediately be- 
low 

My. Lyon: It is the caliper section, yes. 

The Witness: Immediately below 9400, and ex- 
tending beyond the point 9754, those figures rep- 
resenting its depth. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer these two exhibits at this 
time for the purpose of illustrating the witness’ 


testimony. 
% ¥ * 

The Witness: As previously stated, the purpose 
of this was to provide a basis from which to ac- 
eurately depict by graphic means or chart just what 
angles exist in the profile of a well wall such as, 
and in particular this particular well, and inasmuch 
as this particular report and this has been featured 
in this series of depositions it was thought to be as 
good an example as might be provided to show 
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what angles do exist in a well which might be, for 
the purpose of this discussion, called ‘‘typical,’’ and 
I mean by ‘‘angles,’’ I mean in the vertical section. 
Now, off the record. [2644-369] 


% * * 


().149: Last evening, Mr. Wright, you were 
testifying concerning the variations of diameter of 
a well bore and I. believe had made reference to 
Figure 1 of the Teplitz report, and had made certain 
statements with reference to that figure and the 
development of the contours as shown in that figure. 

You have before you now a machinery device 
which I will ask the reporter to mark as Peti- 
tioner’s Exhibit 7C for identification. 


* * * 


Mr. Lyon: In this machine there is a tape, which 
I believe is about 160 feet long or 140 feet long, and 
IT will ask that that tape also be marked [2644-371] 
separately as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7D for identifica- 
tion and so that we may know where the marking is, 
I will run this thing until I find a point to mark the 
tape. Mark the tape at the depth indicating 9470 
feet, which I have run to the observation position 
in the machine. 


(Tape referred to was marked by the Notary 
Public as Petitioner’s Exhibit 7D for identifica- 
tion, and made a part of this deposition. ) 


Q.150: (By Mr. Lyon): What is this machine 
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or device and this tape which have been marked for 
identification as Exhibit 7C and 7D, Mr. Wright? 

A. This machine, which was built under my 
supervision and instruction, is a device with spools 
at either end to which are attached handles—wheels, 
which are provided with handles. They are at op- 
posite ends of the framework of the machine, and 
on these spools is placed a broad tape of paper. 

Q.151: That tape is Petitioner’s Exhibit 7D? 

A. That is correct, and the paper is of a length 
and of a width to duplicate by exact scale what may 
be viewed in the vertical section of the hole found 
in Exhibit 1—correction, Figure 1 of the Teplitz & 
Hassebroek report; that 1s to say, these—strike 
‘‘these’’—this graph found on the left-hand column 
of Figure 1 [2644-372] had a portion which I men- 
tioned yesterday selected and reproduced to true 
scale, just as it would be in the well itself. 

Q.152: When you refer to this report, the 
Teplitz report, it might be helpful in the record if 
you would at the same time give it the exhibit 
number, which is 5G, Mr. Wright. 

A. I will attempt to hereafter. I believe I 
stated yesterday that the portion selected to re- 
produce at this true to seale was that portion start- 
ing about 9480 and extending to 9600. I will state 
additionally that in that 170 feet between those two 
depths is found a diameter equal to the maximum 
found in the entire log, which is shown in that 
Figure 1 report, Figure 1 5G report, and contains 
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the critical section which is that vertical section 
which the operator selected to perforate the casing 
after the cementation in order to complete an oil 
well. 

So, m developing this machine and the tape, it 
starts with the observation that in the left-hand part 
of Figure 1 there is observed, as I. stated yesterday, 
the section by inches, 5, 10 and 15, so that true 
readings in terms of inches or fractions thereof can 
be noted. Now, I have provided or placed in your 
custody yesterday two intermediate enlargements, 
and I would like for them to be given me at this 
time. [2644-373 ] 

Mr. Scofield: You might indicate what that 5, 
10 and 15 inches shows, Mr. Wright, just to simplify 
the eross-examination. 

The Witness: Were these in your custody last 
night, Mr. Scofield? 

Mr. Scofield: I haven’t seen them. 

The Witness: As previously stated, this part of 
the figure states at the top, 5, 10 and 15 inches, and 
is to provide the reader, or anyone who cares to 
make observations, with a method or reference with 
which to determine what the true diameter of the 
well would be at any point in the depth he might 
select to make that observation. The observed sec- 
tion, that is, in its lateral plane of reference, is that 
part of it from 5 to 10 inches, so by progressive up- 
ward photostating, I have provided this chart, 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7B, which by photostatie proc- 
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esses provides the black line running vertically 
beneath the Figure ‘‘5’’ and the Figure ‘‘15”’ as a 
true five inches by actual measurement on this ex- 
hibit. 7B as five linear inches. Inasmuch as the ‘*5”’ 
to ‘15’’ represented 10 inches, then half thereof 
would be a radius measurement in that the relation- 
ship between diameter and radius is two to one, or 
the radius is one-half of the diameter. 

Then, by taking the 9%-inch line which is 
provided in the graph, which is the size—which 
is [2644-374] the point at which the bit would pro- 
vide a constant vertical line if 1t were drilled to the 
true diameter of the bit, and using that as a ref- 
erence line, it is possible to take observations by 
straight near measurements on this Exhibit 7B 
and plot that onto this tape and to provide at the 
same time on the tape the center line of the hole. 

This machine has at the right and left the nota- 
tion in print ‘‘Center Line of Hole.’’ Beneath that 
is found on either one of these two pieces of cloth 
tape provided to write on the printing ‘‘The Drilled 
Diameter,’* which is this 9%-inch reference point 
found in these exhibits. That is a purple line. The 
black line found near it is a transferring onto this 
tape of the observations made at the various points 
in the vertical section between the depths 9480 and 
9600. 

Now, this permits direct reading without any 
computations whatsoever, and the object of this 
tape was to permit one to stand at the end, and that 
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means either end and roll this tape either upward 
or downward (indicating) and actually observe the 
true angles which the profile of the well contains, 
and at the same time reproduce, as I have stated 
before, the true dimensions. 

Now, it can be seen from this Exhibit 7B that in 
the area of 9450 that the hole approximates just 
under [2644-375] 15 inches in diameter, which 
would be a radius of just less than 714 inches, so if 
we will turn this tape to the area about 9450, in that 
region (indicating)—shghtly above it is my esti- 
mate—it can be seen that this scale reads 7-7/16ths. 
Twice that would be 14%, and if we take, as I 
have, the center line, which is this broad black line, 
for the reference point, then you can see that there 
is within the limits of accuracy provided by these 
exhibits a true reading of the diameter existing at 
that point. 

Then if we further observe that in the area ad- 
jacent to 9500 feet the diameter of the hole changes 
from less than bit diameter to greater than bit 
diameter, we will test the machine for accuracy. It 
will be noted that there is a point above 9500 where 
it goes from greater diameter to lesser diameter, 
as well. 

I am now rolling the tape in what might be 
termed to a greater depth in the well, and if Mr. 
Scofield cares to, he can stand 

Q.153: (By Mr. Lyon): You are rolling the 
tape from right to left? 
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A. At 9480 it is observed that the true edge of 
the hole is approaching the line of bit diameter. It 
has crossed it in the area just below where the 
9480 region goes to a point, proving that the ob- | 
served diameter [2644-376] is less than bit diam- | 
eter. | 
Q.154: By how much is it less than bit diameter ? 
A. The observed radius is slightly under 1 
inch, showing that the diameter of the hole is ap- 
proximately 14 inch less than the 
Q@.155: Referring to the Teplitz report 


* % * 


Q.156: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Wright, with ref- 
erence to this smaller diameter section, is it possible 
to determine from the Figure 1 of the Teplitz re- 
port, Exhibit 5G, the character of the hole at this 
point of smaller diameter? 


* * * 


The Witness: I would like to have you more 
properly define what you mean by ‘‘character,”’ or 
shall I presume you are referring to observations to 
inelude bit diameter and the electrical [2644-377] 
log? A. Is that the 


* % * 


The Witness: 
tion? 

Q.159: (By Mr. Lyon): I mean, frankly, is 
there anything which indicates what the strata of 


the substanee of your ques- 
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the hole is at the point where the hole is smaller 
in diameter than the bit you have just referred to? 


* * * 


The Witness: Figure 1 of Exhibit 5G contains 
the electrical log and the author of that paper’s own 
decision or conclusion of what formations were ex- 
istent at that point or in the vertical section of the 
well. 

Q.160: (By Mr. Lyon): What was the well 
formation at the point that you have just discussed, 
that is, the neighborhood of 9480 to 9500 feet? 


* * *% 


The Witness: It is possible, and I do read from 
the Figure 1 that that particular section is indi- 
cated as starting with sandy shale and passing into 
sand, and the sand continues for a small amount of 
vertical distanee below the 9500 foot mark, or that 
is aS reasonably close as you can determine from the 
small graphs. 

Q.161: (By Mr. Lyon): Is that a porous struc- 
ture? [2644-378] 

% * * 

The Witness: That is a permeable strata upon 
which filter cake is deposited. 

Q.162: (By Mr. Lyon): Then what is the ma- 
terial which has caused the decrease in diameter of 
the hole at the point under discussion ? 


x * * 


The Witness: It can only reasonably be con- 
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cluded that it is most likely a result of filtration of 
the fluid into the permeable strata, leaving a deposit 
of filter cake on its sides, and as the continued dep- 
osition takes place the filter cake becomes thicker, 
not thicker in viscosity but thicker in its dimension. 
Q.163: (By Mr. Lyon): Where sand is indi- 
eated, is there any particular meaning of sand in 
the petroleum industry ? 


* % * 


The Witness: Yes, a large part of the reservoir 
rocks of the world, in terms all related to the oil 
field, find their productive section in the sands. 
There are gas sands, water sands and oil sands 
present in a great number of wells. 

Q.164: (By Mr. Lyon): Now, in this chart that 
you have produced, Exhibit 7D, there is a further 
section that I desire to point out at this time, and 
that is the section which is somewhere in the neigh- 
borhood of 9560 [2644-379] feet, and in that area 
there is indicated on this Figure 1 the word 
‘*p-e-r-f,’’ with a period inside of the channel. What 
does that indicate? 

he * * 

The Witness: I believe I did refer to this par- 
ticular seetion, and stated that ‘‘p-e-r-f’’ is an ab- 
breviation for ‘‘perforation,”’ and if you would like 
me to I will find in the text that Exhibit 5G the 
statement that perforations were made in the casing 
at this particular point. 


Kenneth A. Wright, etc. 2351 


(Deposition of Kenneth A. Wright.) 

@.165: (By Mr. Lyon): Will you do that, and 
the text you are referring to is the text of Exhibit 
aG? 

A. That is correct. In comphance with your re- 
quest, Mr. Lyon, I find on page 114 of Exhibit 5G 
in the paragraph No. 2—strike that—column Noe. 2, 
in the paragraph which contains the Figure 1 in 
parentheses, and midway down in that paragraph 
the following: ‘‘The easing was then perforated 
from 9560 to 9574.’’ In column 3 of that same page, 
starting with the second paragraph found in that 
eolumn, I find the following: ‘‘ Figure 1 shows some 
of the logs made during the test. A section of the 
surveys in that part of the hole which is of minor 
interest has heen removed to conserve space. Also 
for condensation, the original gamma ray log has 
been omitted, and the differentials between it and 
the radioactivity logs [2644-380] obtained after 
easing cementation and the squeeze jobs are pre- 
sented reduced to one-tenth horizontal seale.’? That 
is the end of the quotation from the Exhibit 5G, so 
that I can find confirmation in the text of what I 
have stated heretofore. 

Q.166: What was the character of the formation 
opposite this point of perforation that vou have 
just. referred to? 


¥ * * 
The Witness: It can be found by reading di- 


rectly from the Figure 1 that the authors decided 
that there was sand at that section of the well op- 
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posite the area or vertical section where they made 
the perforations. 

Q.167: (By Mr. Lyon): Was there or was there 
not also shown on that chart a decrease in diameter 
in well bore at this point? 


* % * 


The Witness: That is correct, and I would lke 
to add further that it is indicated that it was either 
oil or gas sand at the particular section where they 
made the perforations. 

Q.168: (By Mr. Lyon): Looking at your en- 
largement Exhibit 7B 

A. May I interrupt you for the moment? 

Q.169: Yes. [2644-381] 

A. It should be noted that reading after the 
sentence which determined the preparation section 
that the wording is as follows: ‘‘and when the well 
was produced it was found to have an abnormally 
high gas-oil ratio for this particular sand,’’ and I 
wish that read into the record to confirm the ob- 
servation that it was a productive section of the well. 

Q.170: Mr. Wright, can you tell from Exhibit 
7B the point of quickest change in well bore di- 
ameter 


¥% % * 


Q.171: (By Mr. Lyon): ——as shown by this 
caliper survey ? 

A. Well, I would say there are two or three 
places in the vertical section where rapid changes 
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occur, and the enlarged—greatly enlarged diameter 

above approximately 9480 had abrupt changes from 

maximum diameter to below the bit diameter 

and. 
Q.172: You said ‘‘about 9480’? was one such 

point ? A. I said above that point. 


* x SS 


@.173: (By Mr. Lyon): You said ‘‘above that 
point’’? Will you point out from this chart Ex- 
hibit 7D that point just above 9480? Just roll it to 
that point. 

A. In the area of 9480, as previously stated, the 
diameter changes from beneath or below bit di- 
ameter [2644-382] to greater than bit diameter. 

Q.174: Now, I want to get this point, and I am 
putting a finger on a point which I will mark on 
Exhibit 7B with the word ‘‘point,’”’ and I want you 
to find that point on this Exhibit 7D? 

A. I will make this observation, that starting 
with this Exhibit 5G and photographing up and 
having a tape this long, you cannot find an exact 
foot mark. It is, as I have qualified it each time, in 
the area about 9480 feet. 

Q.175: There is a point of maximum devia- 
tion 

A. Which would be, according to this, in this 
area here. 

Mr. Scofield: Let the record show 

Q.176: (By Mr. Lyon): Closest to the line 
somewhere. 
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Mr. Scofield: Let the record indicate that coun- 
sel is pointing to the tape which is in the machine. 

Mr. Lyon: That is right. 

Q.177: Now, in order that we may understand 
this tape, there are major vertical lines in the tape, 
which I believe are 1 inch apart, are they not? 

A. That is correct. 


% * %* 


Mr. Lyon: What relationship does that 1 inch 
have to the actual plotting on this tape, is that an 
inch or is that a scaled inch? [2644-383 ] 

The Witness: That is true to seale. The obser- 
vations here will provide you with true readings. 

Q.178: (By Mr. Lyon): The point on the tape 
which is in front of us shows changes of maximum 
deviation from the drilled diameter, and as I read 
it is A. Somewhere in this area. 

Q.179: Is somewhere in this area? 

A. Please don’t mark it. 

Q.180: Yes, J will mark it. That I have marked 
with a bracket and also with the word ‘‘point.”’ 

Is it or is it not approximately the same as the 
position that I marked ‘‘point”’ in Exhibit 7B? 

A. I believe it is. 


* * * 


The Witness: I believe it is, but I will confirm 
it. I believe it is, and your question is the diameter 
at that point? 

Q.181. (By Mr. Lyon): What is the diameter 
at that point? 


* *% * 
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The Witness: The observation made is that the 
radius at that point is slightly below 614, indicating 
at diameter of just under 13 inches. 

Q.182: (By Mr. Lyon): In the ten feet of this 
tape from [2644-384] 9480 back to 9470 there is a 
wall diameter deviation of how much? 


%* * * 


Q.183: (By Mr. Lyon): Just measure between 
9480 and 9470. 

A. Mr. Lyon, I would point out to you that in 
this vertical scale here you are only approximating 
the depths, and it is your contention then that that 
is 9465 or some 

Q.184: I don’t know what that point is. I didn’t 
get near that point. That is a point of deviation, 
another point of maximum deviation. I just asked 
you to measure the well diameter on this chart at 
9480. 


* * * 


The Witness: At 9480? 

Q.185: (By Mr. Lyon): Yes. 

The Witness: The observed diameter from 7C 
is that at 9480 a radius exists of 5°4 inches—no, it 
is about a 16/32nd below that, which would make a 
diameter of about—of twice that figure. 

Q.186: (By Mr. Lyon): Which is approxi- 
mately 1144 inches, is that correct? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.187: Now, go back to 9470 and make the 
same measurement for me. [2644-385] 


% * * 
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The Witness: At 9470 the observed diameter is 
just below 514 inches by at least a 32nd. 

Q.188: (By Mr. Lyon): So that is 11 inches; 
approximately ? Ae aiiat is correct. 

Q.189: So that between the point of 9470 and 
9480 the deviation in the well diameter was from a 
minimum of 11 inches to a maximum of 13 inches 


and back to a little less than: 
A. A little less than 11 inches. 
Q.190: <A little less than 1114 inches? 


* % * 


The Witness: Twice 51% is 11. 

Q.191: (By Mr. Lyon): Yes, but twice 534 at 
the other end was a little less than 1114, so there 
was a maximum deviation in that 10 feet of well of 
approximately an inch and a half, is that correct? 

A. Approximately, that is correct, yes. 

Q.192: And is that, according to your observa- 
tion, a fair illustration of well bore diameter devia- 
tion, Mr. Wright? 

* * * 

The Witness: Well, my reply to that would be 
that I have seen a great number of caliper logs and 
there is extreme difficulty in ever determining any 
individual [2644-386] pattern. It takes several 
diameters in any one field to establish even an aver- 
age pattern. 

Q.193: (By Mr. Lyon): I am not asking you 
for a pattern; I am asking you, is this a typical 
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magnitude deviation in a well bore as you have ob- 
served them ? 
* * * 

The Witness: That amount of deviation can he 
found in a great number of wells. 

@.194: (By Mr. Lyon): Well, is that typical of 
the amount of deviation? 


* * * 


The Witness: If it is found in a great number of 
wells, it is my conclusion it is typical. 

Q.195: (By Mr. Lyon): Have you any further 
observations that you desire to make with reference 
to Exhibits 7C and 7D? 


%* * * 


The Witness: I don’t believe I placed on the 
record all that might be said for the diameters 
existent as observed by the hole caliper device in 
the area from 9560 to 9574. 

Q.196: (By Mr. Lyon): All right, if vou have 
something further to say with respect to that, why, 
do so. [2644-387] 

* % % 

The Witness: I have rolled the tape to where the 
depth 9560 is before me and I will make an obser- 
vation of the recorded diameter as indicated by the 
hole caliper instrument at that point. As close as 
ean be read, the radius is 434 inches and twice that 
is the diameter which is recorded. Turning the tape 
further to 9570, the observed radius is about a 
thirty-second under 4°84 inches and therefore the 
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diameter existent at that point would be twice that. 

At 9574, which is the point opposite the lower- 
most perforation previously mentioned, the observed 
diameter is 1/16th over 484 inches, and twice that 
would be the diameter existent at that point as 
observed by the device called the hole caliper de- 
jake, 

I believe at one time I made reference to the 
purpose of this machine, which is for the most part 
to provide a visual demonstration or exhibit of the 
actual profile of the well to test for the theory of 
obstructions and the relative diameters existent over 
that vertical span. I believe that covers most of 
the observations. 

Mr. Lyon: J will offer in evidence at this time 
for the purpose of illustrating the witness’ testi- 
mony, Exhibits 7C and 7D. [2644-388] 


* * % 


Q.197: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Wright, are you 
a Registered Professional Engineer of the State of 
California ? 

A. I am a Registered Professional Petroleum 
Engineer of the State of California. 

Q.198: Your State of California registration 
card being 11789, is that correct? 


* % % 


The Witness: On my certificate, as supplied me 
annually by that Department of the State of Cali- 
fornia, is observed the No. 11789, the abbreviation 
“P.i.,’’ meaning Petroleum Fingineer, and after 
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that the No. 660, which indicates that in this par- 
ticular section of professional engineering I am 
No. 660. 

Q.199: Mr. Wright, there has been some ques- 
tion in this proceeding with reference to the proper 
gauge of the wire used in these scratchers. In what 
range of wire sizes do you know that there are 
scratchers that are now being used ? 


% * % 


The Witness: In our company, that is to say 
B & W, we have used 14-gauge wire, and I would 
make the observation that Mr. Hall for a short 
period—and a very short period, according to my 
understanding—used 15-gauge and then went to 
14-gauge. There is today on the market [2644-389 ] 
a scratcher made by another company, a manufac- 
turer who 

Q.200: (By Mr. Lyon): What manufacturer? 

A. Baker Oi] Tool, Tneorporated’s seratecher, 
having a smaller wire, and it is my recollection that 


the wires are 16-gauge, which would have a thick- 
ness or diameter of about 62 thousandths of an inch. 


* * ¥ 
0201: (By Max. Lyon): Is the Baker seratcher 
an inside- or outside-mounted wire scratcher ? 
% * * 
The Witness: It is my observation that the wires 
are fastened or secured on the inside of the collar. 
Q.202: (By Mr. Lyon): Had you seen the 
seratcher of that type before January 27, 1950? 


* * * 
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The Witness: My present recollection is that I 
had. 

Q.203: (By Mr. Lyon): Where? 

A. In the Baker Oil Tool Company’s shop in 
Huntington Park. 

Q.204: Was that scratcher of the inside-mounted 
type? A. That is correct. [2644-390] 


* * * 


Q.205: (By Mr. Lyon): We have the Baker 
seratcher here. How did the scratcher which you 
saw at the Baker Oil Tool Company’s shop before 
January 27, 1950, compare with the scratcher which 
you have here in the room? 


* * * 


The Witness: If you will place the same 
serateher before me I will make the observations. 

Mr. Lyon: ‘The pin fell out. Here is the missing 
pin. 

The Witness: Is there a question before me? 

Q.206: (By Mr. Lyon): Yes. How did the one 
that vou saw before January 27, 1950, compare with 
this serateher ? 

% * % 

The Witness: It is my recollection that it 1s 
identical. There might have been a sheht difference 
in the length of the wires, but otherwise it appears 
to me to be identical. 

Mr. Lyon: For the purpose of illustrating the 
witness’ testimony, I will offer in evidence the Baker 


Eee 
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seratcher as Petitioner’s exhibit next in [2644-391] 
order. 
% * * 

A. It is my present recollection that the hinge 
structure was a little bit different. 

Q.208: In the one you saw before January 27, 
1950, as compared to Exhibit 7E, is that what you 
mean ? ae Thats correer 


* * * 


o20o: (By Mr. Lyon): In Exhibit 7E, there 
are coil springs formed in the wires? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.210: State whether or not those coil springs 
are inside the collar? A. They are. 


* * * 


Q.211: (By Mr. Lyon): Do the wire fingers all 
extend out through holes on the collar? [2644-392] 


* * * 


The Witness: May I make the notation that I 
did not reply to your previous question because Mr. 
Scofield introduced an objection and interfered ? 

Q@.212: (By Mr. Lyon): Pardon me, I thought 
you did. Answer both of them, then. 

A. It is my observation that there are coil 
springs in these wires and that the wires extend 
through holes, and I am speaking of the wire 
fingers. 

Q.218: And the coil springs are mounted inside 


the collar, are they? 
* * * 
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The Witness: That is correct. 

Q.214: (By Mr. Lyon): State whether or not 
the coil springs are housed in a deformation of the 
collar? 

* % * 

The Witness: The wires are positioned in cor- 
tugations in the collar and the corrugations make 
what might be termed an annular ring. 

Q.214: (By Mr. Lyon): In these respects is this 
scratcher the same as the one that you saw prior 
to January 27, 1950? 

% % * 

The Witness: According to my present recollec- 
tion, it is the same, with the exceptions that I have 
previously stated. [2644-393] 

Q.215: (By Mr. Lyon): You were present and 
heard the testimony of Mr. Barkis with reference 
to the rotation of these scratchers, is that correct, 
Mr. Wright? 

A. I was present when he testified in that re- 
spect. 

Q.216. Do you agree entirely with Mr. Barkis’ 
statement with reference to the rotation of the 
seratchers ? 

* * % 

The Witness: I do. 

Mr. Lyon: We will take a recess at this time 
of ten minutes. | 


(A ten-minute recess was taken.) 


Q.217: (By Mr. Lyon): Mr. Wright, IT hand 
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you a catalog, bronze covered, of B & W, Incorpo- 
rated, and ask you if this is one of your catalogs, 
and if by reference to the back page you can deter- 
mine the date it was published approximately ? 

A. The catalog that you have handed to me is 
a catalog of B & W, Incorporated, and I find on 
the back cover page the following notation ‘*‘Made 
in U.S.A.’’ followed by ‘‘20M-1-52,”’ indicating it 
was printed in 1952 in the month of January. 

Q.218: There is a machine illustrated on the 
third page in the upper right-hand corner in this 
catalog. What [2644-394] is that machine? 

A. On page 3 of this catalog in the upper right- 
hand corner is a cut of a machine which was de- 
veloped by B & W to test centralizers, and is 
hydraulically operated, meaning by that the motions 
or movements are actuated by hydraulic pistons. 

Q.219: When was that machine developed? 

A. I do not recall whether it was 1950 or 1951, 
but that is my recollection at present, one of those 
two years. 

Q).220: Is that machine known as a ‘‘centralizer 
testing machine’’? A. That is correct. 

Mr. Lyon: I will ask that the catalog which I 
exhibited to the witness be marked as Petitioner’s 
Exhibit 7F in evidence. [2644-395] 


% % *% 


‘ 
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DEPOSITION OF J. E. HALL, SR. 
Jesse E. Hall, Sr., being duly sworn, deposes and 
Says, In answer to interrogatories proposed to him 
by Thomas E. Scofield, counsel for applicant, as 
follows: 
Direct Examination 


Q.1: State your name and residence ? 

A. J. E. Hall, Sr., 900 Lamar Street, Weather- 
ford, Texas. 

Q.2: Are you the Mr. Jess Hall who is the appli- 
eant for an application for a patent, No. 67013, that 
is concerned in this proceeding ? A, 17 an 

Q.3: What is your understanding of this pro- 
ceeding, Mr. Hall? 

A. My understanding of this procedure is a 
hearing for public use, testimony for public use, 
also testimony whether I fraudulently filed an oath 
for patent application. 

Q.4: What are the public uses that are involved, 
as you understand it? 

A. Public uses that are involved in this case is 
uses, first, of the Jones and Berdine Test that was 
run in the fall of 1939, Dominguez Hills, [2647-1] 
California. 

Q.5: Any other? 

A. And the Jones and Berdine paper that was 
given in the spring meeting of the A.P.I. in Los 
Angeles, and ‘Thomas Kelley & Sons oil well that 
was drilled—on the completion of that well, that 
was finished in January, 1940. I believe that is 
about all. 
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Q.6: My questions will first be directed to the 
Kelley well use, and in that connection I would 
first ike to ask you, what was your first knowledge 
of the Wall Cleaning Guides that were made by 
mw VW, Inc.? 

A. My first knowledge was in the month of 
November, 1939. They were being run in the test 
in these Jones and Berdine simulated wells in 
Rosecrans, California. That Dominguez Hills, they 
are all there close together. 

Q.7: Were the scratchers you saw run in the 
Jones and Berdine tests the scratchers that you 
saw later offered by B & W, Inc.? 

nee In hodysuyes: 

Q.8: What do you mean by ‘tin body*’? 

A. There was a httle bit of a bend later on, that 
I have no knowledge of ever seeing anything like 
it, but the scratcher is identically the same scratcher. 

Q.9: Did the wires extend from the collar in 
the scratcher used on the Jones and Berdine tests 
in [2647-2] the same manner as the wires extend 
from the collar from scratchers later offered by 
B&W? A. They do, they did. 

Q.10: How did the wires extend from the collar 
of the B & W scratchers or wall cleaning guides 
offered to the trade? 

A. They extended at radii to the collar. 

Q.11: Was there any bend in them at all? 

A. Yes, there was a bend at the outer end, an 
upward bend or a downward bend. There was a 
curve bent opposite the parallel of the collar. 
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Q.12: Did you see these scratchers when they 
were tested, I mean the B & W = scratchers which 
were tested by Jones and Berdine? 

A. I saw the seratcher, the end of the bristles 
in the cement columns where they took the cement 
away. 

Q.13: TI would like to have you state, if you will, 
if vou saw any of the B & W advertising which 
was put out by that organization during the years 
from 1940 to 1950? 

A. Yes, I have tried to keep up with all adver- 
tising, particularly magazine advertising. 

Q.14: Were you interested in this type of tool 
as early as 1940? A. Iwas. [2647-3] 

Q.15: Where did you see any of this B & W ad- 
vertising over that ten-year period from 1940 to 
1950? 

A. I take almost all of the oil papers, and I 
made it a general practice to turn to and look at 
everv issue. There were very few issues that I 
haven't seen. 

Q.16: Were you taking these trade magazines 
as early as 1940? A. Yes, and earlier. 

Q.17: What type of well completion equipment 
were vou selling as early as 1940? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. Wall cleaning well equipment, cementing. 

Q.18: Wihat was i4 

A. The earliest equipment I sold, manufactured 
or developed, rather, was a spiral centralizer with 
unique features in it for cleaning the well bore. 
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Q.19: Over what period of time did you sell the 
spiral centralizers, indicating, if you will, the 
earliest date and down to as late as 1950, if it was 
that late, or whenever you stopped ? 

A. The earliest spiral centralizers that was made 
was during the year of 1935. Then we began to 
manufacture them in 1936. I sold out to [2647-4] 
Weatherford Oil Tool in 1948. I continued making 
and selling them. 

().20: So you were selling the spiral centralizers 
as early as 1935, and you continued to sell them as 
late as 

A. The earliest sales was in *46—’386 and ‘37. 
I done a lot of experimenting with them different 
places before I became satisfied to attempt to put 
them on the market. They began an active work 
ones. 

Q.21: And you continued to sell them both to the 
time that you sold out to Weatherford Oil Tool 
in 748? 

A. Yes, but I had other people manufacturing 
under the license of them, various different places. 
That was continued plumb on through until now, 


about eighteen years. 
Q.22: Were you operating as an individual or 
a company in 1937? 
A. I have always operated as an individual. 
Q.23: You heard John testify this morning? 
A. J heard part of it, yes. 
Q.24: Did you hear the Cosco guide mentioned ? 
A. I don’t believe so. 
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Q.25: Did you hear the Houston Pipe Applance 
Company mentioned ? A. I did. [2647-5] 

Q.26: What was that company? 

A. That was a fictitious name that was used. The 
name was adapted and begun with the intention of 
making a corporation out of it, and it was a trade 
name, a fictitious name. 

Q.27: Was it your company ? 

A. Well, it could be considered so. I had agree- 
ments with one of my boys that was working for 
Superior Oil Company at that time, was kind of 
sold on the idea, and he said he would hke to work 
on it, and I started out and put him into it, or 
assisted him, later run into a lot of patent difficulty, 
and so at this time I imagine that I taken the 
situation in hand to try to bring it to a conclusion. 

Q.28: Getting back to the B & W advertising 
from 1940 to 1950, during any of that period did 
you ever see any advertising of the B & W, Ince., 
showing a wall cleaning guide with anything but 
radial bristles or radial wires? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as ealling for 
secondary evidence and as incompetent, irrelevant 
and immaterial. 

A. I never have. I have examined all of their 
literature that I could find, and all of the places that 
it was sold, to keep up with it, and T have [2647-6] 
never seen that they advertise nothing but a radial 
proposition. 

Q.29: Attached to some affidavits of Wright and 
Batrkis that were submitted in this matter, there 
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was a drawing, which has a designation on it, 
“B & W Scratcher, Exhibit I.’’ Did you ever see 
1 scratcher of that character any time during the 
period between 1940 and 1950? 

A. Never did. The only time I ever saw that was 
in Wright’s deposition after he started to making 
the sidewise bristle scratchers. 

Q.30: Did you ever see a wall cleaning guide 
chat was advertised, offered to the trade, by B & W 
mm any occasion, up to the time of the Nucoil 
scratchers that had wire bristles extending angularly 
to the collar in the fashion shown in that Exhibit L? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. I never did. I only saw one that had a simi- 
ar sidewise. I think maybe they called it Multiflex. 
That was some time in 748. 

Q.31: Did that have single wire bristles? 

A. No, sir, it had a multiplicity of wires. 

Q.32: Were you ever involved in any interfer- 
ance with Mr. Wright in the years 1943-44? 

A. IL was. 

Q.33: Was that interference settled? 

A. It was. [2647-7] 


Q.34: How? A. Settled by agreement. 
Q.35: Was that the agreement of September 
15, 1944? A. It was. 


Q.36: At the time of that agreement, do you 
know whether Mr. Wright knew what you were 
selling in the way of scratchers? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as calling for a 
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conclusion of the witness, incompetent, irrelevant 
and immaterial. 

A. Yes, he knew what I was selling. 

Q.37: Why do you say that? 

A. He told me so. He kept up with the various— 
over the three years that we had been selling it, 
there had been various comments, and he kept up 
with it. I gave him one of the catlogs during the 
agreement. 

Q.38: Did you know what B & W was selling 

A. Certainly I did. 

39: in the way of scratchers at the time 
you made the agreement with Mr. Wright in Sep- 
tember, 1944? iam Ii rote 

Q.40: Where was this agreement made? 

A. It was made in Mr. Wright’s attorney’s 
office in Los Angeles. [2647-8] 

Q.41: How long a period of time did the negotia- 
tions for settlement cover? 

A. Practically all day. 

Q@.42: It was completed in one day? 

A. Completed in one day. I imagine it was 
eetting pretty late when we were through with it. 

Q.43: During the negotiations which terminated 
in the settlement contract, was there any discussion 
that you recall as to whether you would be barred 
from getting a valid patent under the interference 


counts ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground that 
there has been no proper foundation laid. 

A. J didn’t understand the question. 
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Mr. Lyon: And incompetent, irrelevant and im- 
material. 

Mr. Scofield: Read the question. 


(The reporter read the question.) 


Mr. Lyon: Also as leading and suggestive. 

A. Yes, by both Mr. Wright and Mr. Maxwell, 
both pointed out that due to the fact that the Jones 
and Berdine tests was equivalent to reducing it to 
a practice, was over a year prior to filing on the 
claims that were in interference. There were four 
of them. 

Q@.44: During these negotiations which termi- 
nated in the settlement contract, did Mr. Wright 
at any time make mention of the Kelley use, the 
Kelley well use, [2647-9] or this use on MeMillan 
Unit No. 1? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive, and further on the ground that there 
has been no proper foundation laid for any testi- 
mony with respect to any conversation. 

ee re aid not. 

@.45: Was the Kelley well use mentioned during 
those negotiations ? A, It was not. 

My. Lyon: Same objection. 

Q.46: What application of yours was involved 
in the application that was settled by that contract? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as not the best 
evidence. The best evidence is the application itself. 

A. It was one of my earlier applications that 
I had written. This particular one, I had it filed. 
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Q.47: Do you know the serial number ? 

A. Off the record, I could look it up for you. 
I may say that I don’t attempt to try to control 
those things, as I have to handle many, many 
papers. 

Q.48: I put before you a series of photostats 
that have been offered here as Exhibits 39A, 39B 
and 39C. Can you identify any one of those draw- 
ings? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as calling for 
secondary evidence. [2647-10] 

A. I ean identify them all. That serial number 
you asked for was serial number 388891, filed April 
16, 1941. 

Q.49: And that was the application that was in- 
volved in this interference that was settled ? 

A. It was. [2647-11] 


Q.52: Who was present at this discussion? 

A. There was Mr. Kenneth Wright, Mr. Max- 
well, his attorney, a fellow by the name of William 
McKinley that worked for the National Supply 
Company of California, Elmer Hall, my son, and 
myself. 

Q.53: Was there a stenographer present? 

A. Not that I seen. 

Q.54: Did you see her at any time? 

A. Yes, along at the last end, but not during 
none of the discussions. 

Q.55: Do you know what her name was? 
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A. No, I don’t. Her name is of record, though, 
perhaps. 

Q.56: Where was Maxwell’s office located ? 

A. Well, it was just off the corner of Pershing 
Square in California. I have forgot what building 
that is in. 

Q.57: On the same street as the Subway Termi- 
nal Building is on? 

A. Yes, I believe across the street. 

Q.58: Was there a copy of this application 
388891 at the meeting when vou were settling this 
interference? [2647-12] 

A. There certainly was. 

Q.59: Now, at any time during this interference 
proceeding, had either Mr. Wright or Mr. Maxwell 
mentioned to you the Kelley well use? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive, not a proper method of proof. 

A. I talked with My. Barkis, Mr. Maxwell and 
Mr. Wright, and neither of the three of them men- 
tioned anything of the Kelley use. 

Q.60: Was Mr. Barkis present at that settlement 
meeting, that is at the time the interference was 
settled ? A. He was not. 

Q.61: When did you have this conversation with 
Mr. Barkis concerning the interference? 

A. Myr. Barkis called me and said he was in 
Houston, over the telephone. My office was in 
Weatherford, Texas. And he said that he wouldn't 
be able to go to California, that he and Kenneth 
Wright were equal partners, and whatever Kenneth 
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Wright done in this, he was happy to go along with 
him. 

Q.62: When was this phone conversation with 
respect to the meeting? ee Joo 

Q.63: How long prior? [2647-13] 

A. Shortly, some three or fonr days, something 
lke that. 

@.64: Is that all that was said in the phone 
conversation with Mr. Barkis?— 

A. Well, there was the idea that if we had it 
worked out good and everything like that, it would 
be all for the best, or something similar to that, 
was the substance of the thing, at least, and we told 
each other goodbye. 

Q.65: That was before the settlement agreement, 
which I believe you said was September 15, 1944. 
When was the first that you ever heard of the 
Kelley well use? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as immaterial. 

A. The first time I ever heard of the Kelley 
well use was after this long-continued episode in 
the Patent Office claiming this patent, claiming that 
we owned it, and claiming it backwards and for- 
wards. Now they finally claim it was public use. It 
came in with an affidavit of Kenneth A. Wright 
some time in the Kelley use. I believe the first I 
knew of it was some time in February, possibly, 753. 

Q.66: You never heard anything about the 
Kelley use prior to the time that it was brought 
into this proceeding? [2647-14] A. No, sit. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 
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A. I searched all the papers, all the affidavits, 
and it has never been mentioned in none of them 
up until recent date. 

Q.67: You have indicated in one of your previ- 
ous answers that you worked in the well completion 
field, started about in 1937, have you not? 

A. It started in 1935. 

Q.68: And you have indicated that these spiral 
eentralizers were offered by you some time in 1937? 

A. They were offered in 1936. We made the 
oil show in Tulsa. We had some there, but the 
active business didn’t commence until in the year of 
1937. 

Q.69: In this proceeding, vou have been charged 
with appropriating ideas of others. I would like to 
have you, for the record, just relate, if you will, 
the history of the development, of your develop- 
ment, in this scratcher field from the first down to 
the time when you filed the second application in 
1945. 

A. You mean all the different steps of events? 

Q.70: Yes. I would like just for you to give 
a sort of chronology of your development from this 
1935 date that you have mentioned. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as indefinite. 
Chronology [2647-15] of what? Development of 
what? 

A. I might have to stop and look at some rec- 
ords, but I will attempt to get it offhanded, and 
we will check the records along with it, or what- 
ever necessary. In the first part of 1935 
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Q.71: If you want a record while you are giving 
this history, why, if you think it is among the papers 
we have here, call for it, and I will see if it ean 
be found. 

A. I will probably call for the records at cross- 
examination. 

Q.72: Cross-examination of whom? 

A. If I am cross-examined, I will probably have 
to go into them. 

Q.73: Well, both Mr. Lyon and I will anticipate 
that. 

A. In 1935 J were drilling an oil well in Kern 
County, California, and I got an idea of putting 
bristles on the collars of the centralizers, so I had 
spent some time in getting one built, and many 
parts, because at that time I didn’t have time enough 
to work on it myself, at the Hall Machine Shop in 
Bakersfield, California. 

This Hall was no relative of mine whatsoever. 
I never knew him before IT went in there. I did 
know his [2647-16] salesman. I knew his mechanie. 

That model was built, and another similar model 
was built and later chromed. That model was built, 
the first model was sent to Los Angeles, to the 
office of Samuel Robinson, which taken the matter 
up, so he said, with Mark Herren and Mr. Maxwell. 
Mr. Maxwell and Mark Herren were practicing 
patent work together. 

I had tendered a proposition to them, to Mr. 
Robinson, for them to file the patent through and 
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prosecute it through the Patent Office for an inter- 
est in the patent, if obtained. 

().74: Who was to get the interest ? 

A. Mark Herren and William Maxwell. 

Q.75: Also state what the patent related to. 

A. A centralizer with scratchers, combination of 
scratchers on the collar and the one we had had the 
scratchers on one collar, but the collars were inter- 
changeable that we had made; you could put two 
collars on one centralizer, with scratchers on it or 
leave them off, either way. 

Q.76: Whom was that filed through? 

A. That wasn’t filed. It was sent in to them 
to file, but due to the fact that the straight central- 
izer had been pretty well controlled by some patents 
by a fellow by the name of Steps in California, 
both Maxwell [2647-17] and Mark Herren advised 
rgainst filing the straight centralizer patent. At 
least, the application was never filed. 

About a couple of months later, or something like 
that 

Q.77: What year was this? 

A. 1985—I had six scratchers made and run 
them on a string of casing. The size of the casing 


Was 994. 

Q.78: Where was the well? 

A. The well was in Kern County, California, 
in. the oil field commonly known as the Weed Patch. 
The name of the well was Bristol No. 1. J had 
these scratchers, boys to help me install them, the 
erew on the rig J was drilling at that time, and the 
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first joint I took up with the scratcher, before I 
installed it, I put it on the joint and run it down 
in the well and pulled it back, and that was my first 
knowledge that a radial bristle wouldn’t reverse in 
the diameter if the walls were at a much greater 
diameter than the casing it was run in, and they 
were installed with lugs. In other words, I realized 
I only had a one-way traveling scratcher. 

Q.79: What was installed with lugs? 

A. The six seratchers was intalled on [2647-18] 
the pipe with lugs. Those Ings was beads made out 
of electric welding, built up inside of the collars, 
so they wouldn’t slide over them. 

Q.80: Why did you put them on that way ? 

A. Because that was the cheapest and_ the 
simplest and the fastest way to do it. Those serateh- 
ers were run in the hole. The pipe never went to 
the bottom. In fact, we had a permit to set the 
pipe off the bottom. 

Then, next, I built two scratchers, centralizer 
seratchers, for 314 pipe. In other words, considered 
to be 4-inch pipe. That was run in the inside of 
this pipe to the bottom of the hole, what they call 
the liner string. 

Q.81: Fix the time. 

A. Well, we had to do some drilling and so on. 
Off the record, I would say—or on the record—we 
was approximately close to the month of September. 

Q.82: What year? oy, 1985; 

Q.83: The same well? 

A. Same well. The only record I have now to 
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rerify that is the permit to the state, California 
State Bureau of Mines, that I have. 

Those scratchers were run together with a Baker 
yasket and a Baker whirler-type float collar, with 
he [2647-19] liner below and the collar on them 
ibove. That pipe was set and the well was put on 
yroduction and produced. I sold it just shortly 
ifter that. 

@.84: You have identified these two as a cen- 
ralizer scratcher of some sort. What were they, 
ictually ? 

A. Well, a centralizer is where you use two 
‘ylindrical collars in an outward bow. They put 
‘our outward bow members, making the centralizer. 
[ don’t recall just how many springs the central- 
zers had on them at that time. 

Q.85: Did these two centralizers have scratchers 
ittached to them or not? A. Yes. 

Mr. Lyon: I object to that as leading and sug- 
restive. 

A. If I may state here, that one of the great 
yroblems we had was how to—we could fasten the 
yristles in the collar, on account of the radial action 
hat the springs had. 

Mr. Lyon: I move to strike the statement of the 
vitness as entirely voluntary, not responsive to any 
juestion. 

A. I searched all the records after that in the 
Patent Office service for different types of the 
springs, how they were put in the collars, and vari- 
ous different things. I looked at a number of other 
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devices [2647-20] that were made to clean well 
bores with bristles, and none of them would give 
me the relief that I wanted, and I continued work- 
ing, and in the year 1936 I put teeth in the outward 
bow spiral springs on the centralizers, had much 
discussion on it, also put wire bristles on the spiral 
springs on the inside, and at that time I licensed 
my application to a company named Cosco Manu- 
facting Company. The principal man in that com- 
pany was a man named Joe Horasta and Pat 
Smith, which was the vice president. 

My son John and I discussed the thing at con- 
siderable times, how we could put a better cleaning 
device than the first application for spiral cen- 
tralizer. At that time, I was a little short on money, 
and I asked Joe Harris, who was president of the 
Coast Oil Field Manufacturing, to advance the 
money to pay for the appheation, and he finally 
stated that he would go for the helical dies that was 
later filed an application on. A co-pending applica- 
tion was filed in °35, and the spiral centralizer was 
moved into this application. 

All through the years I constantly worked with 
well bore cleaning devices and run many, many 
wells. A rough figure, I presume that I sold around 
$100,000 worth of spiral centralizers up to the year 
of 1940. IT practically run every one of them that 
was yun in wells myself, all [2647-21] over the 
United States, excluding California, and I was con- 
stantly searching for some type of finger device 
that would not describe a radial movement; in other 
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words, something that could be reversed in the well 
bore diameter. 

I used a number of other patents in the earlier 
days, trying to figure out how other fellows had 
put in bristles, and I found none of them that were 
doing the thing that would give me the necessary 
relief that I wanted in my device. 

Some time between 1938 and 1940 I got the idea 
of how to make a scratcher and develop one that 
would reverse in the cylinder to a small degree, and 
by, possibly, the latter part of 1940 or the first part 
of 1941 I had developed to my satisfaction a de- 
sign of a bristle placed in a collar that would re- 
verse in a cylinder. I made a number of them and 
tested them various different ways. 

In the early part of *41 I had advertising photo- 
graphs made, cuts made, and advertised them. 

Q.86: You saw the Jones and Berdine tests in 
io edidin tf yout te LT certainly did. 

Q.87: Did vou see a reversible scratcher there? 

A. TI did not. [2647-22] 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading, and 
also calling for a conclusion of the witness. 

A. I didn’t see anything in the Jones and Ber- 
dine tests but what I had also seen in former appli- 
eations of various different types of finger device. 
In fact, I didn’t see as much. Most of those devices 
that had a radial movement showed that they had 
some type of closing arrangement. Thev well real- 
ized that they only worked in one direction. 


* * ay 
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Q.88: Proceed with the chronology. I think you 
brought it down to the time when you first thought 
you had a reversible device, sometime in 1940 or 
Al 

A. This reversible device, I have been constant 
since 1935 in various different types of development 
of it. I don’t know the exact date, but the earliest 
date that I do know and the earliest ones that I do 
know that I did, I had a scratcher and had shown 
it to many of the [2647-23] fellows in the oil fields 
and carried them around with me, and I had it 
completely manufactured in the early part of 741. 
IT imagine that IT had made it, owing to the time and 
the period of time it takes to make things, I imag- 
ine this last scratcher that I made was made some 
time in the latter part of *40. 

Q.89: I would like to have you state what that 
was and where you had it manufactured. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as a compound 
question. This witness ought to be asked a single 
question at a time. 

A. YT were making seratchers in 740, beginning 
the making of centralizers at my mother’s place in 
Parker County. I also was making centralizers and 
had small shop equipment in Hollywood, Califor- 
nia, that I made and fabricated centralizers to- 
gether. 

Q.90: When was that? 

A. That was in the latter part of the year of 
40 and first part of 41. 

Q.91: Did anybody else do any manufacturing 
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for you on these particular scratchers in 1940 and 
"41? 

A. Yes, I had several outfits to do certain 
things. I consulted certain outfits to do certain 
things. I consulted the Hollister Spring Company 
there in Los Angeles. [2647-24] 

The Reporter: Hollister Spring Company? 

Mr. Lyon: The Witness didn’t say Hollister. 

Q.92: What did you say? 

A. Hollister Coil Spring people. 

Mr. Scofield: That was what I understood. 

Mr. Lyon: That wasn’t the way I understood it. 

Q.93: Proceed. 

A. Well, I am going to back that up, and if any- 
body has got any different idea, I said I consulted 
and discussed with the Hollister Coil Spring 
people. That is my statement, and that is my state- 
ment I will stand by and I don’t want nobody 
contradicting me. T am going to give some contra- 
diction on some testimony here, and IT am going to 
ask somebody to explain it away. 

Q.94: Well, go ahead. 

A. The type of scratcher that I had developed 
over here was made the easiest way. I made that 
with round holes in the collars, and the type that [ 
had made in California, where I could get a punch 
press to punch out some of the holes, I had made 
some few collars with square holes. The first holes 
that I made in them was long holes, because I had 
a radial spring in them, and after I began to run 
tests on them, I began to make slight changes, and 
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IT found out later that I needed the square hole, and 
up to that time I had been using the [2647-25] 
round hole. Over when I was in this part of the 
country where I had drilled them, the first holes T 
used were round holes, were drilled, not punched. 
These square holes, the press I used to punch them 
was a press that made television chasses for me in 
Hollywood. That factory is about two blocks from 
Vine Avenue there, and it is in the Hollywood 
section there. I don’t know the address of it now. 
If anybody wants it, I will find out for them. They 
done considerable manufacturing for me, and that 
was through the year of °’40, and possibly 741, 
maybe some up into 742. I don’t know just exactly. 
T have been going back to them many times since 
then. After I began to make the sidewise bristle 

Q.95: When was that first done? 

A. That was done at the same time, in 40. The 
only note that I have on that are the early photo- 
graphs, a copy of them that was filed, and I know 
we were some time filing the application. In other 
words, the application wasn’t filed over night. I 
know there was considerable discussion on the ap- 
plication before it was filed. 

Q.96: Who filed the application ? 

A. A fellow by the name of Robert Smith in 


California. 

Q.97: What application are you [2647-26] re- 
ferring to? 

A. I am referring to serial number 388891. It 
was filed the fourth month, sixteenth day, 1941. 
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Q.98: Now, proceed with the development. You 
may first state whether these first scratchers that 
were made were the complete scratcher or the half 
scratcher, some of which are here in evidence. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. All of my scratchers that were made in, you 
might call it, a semi-hand operation, without ma- 
chinery, was made of half circles. because I used an 
anvil affair to clamp the collar down and to bend 
the collar around it. The solid round collars wasn’t 
made until we followed up with a punch press, 
something you can carry plumb around. 

Q.99: How were the wires fastened to the col- 
lar? 

A. All of my earlier wires was fastened with a 
stove bolt or a rivet, which the stove bolt was the 
same thing. I just took a little stove bolt and 
screwed it up tight and then hit it with a hammer. 
In other words, that rivet was so it couldn't come 
undone. 

Q.100: How did you form the coil spring? 

A. T made a hand-winding machine and wound 
the coil. I bent the various other eyes, the turns 
that was necessary to hold, the inner part, by pliers. 

Q.101: In those first scratchers that you made, 
how [2647-27] were the coil springs arranged with 
respect to the collar? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading, and 
also as not the best evidence, calling for secondary 


evidence. 
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A. The first scratchers I made, the coil springs 
run with the collar. 

Q.102: What do you mean by ‘‘run with’’? 

A. They run around with the collar. 

Q.103: You mean the axis was 

A. The axis, the spring was with the inner cir- 
cumference of the collar. It was on the inside. 

Q.104: Why did you do that? 

A. Because I didn’t know any better, I guess. 
Just done it so I could thread a wire around 
through it. It looks like I was using the collar for 
a radial movement. I only had a radial movement 
in mind when I made the first ones. J made many 
drawings, many sketches, of them. In fact, I had 
several models and several designs that I wrote 
maybe two or three or four applications, specs 
upon. 

Q.105: Were any of those filed? 

A. No. Before I would file them, I would often 
write application specs up on various things, or 
assist, or it was written, and before I got it filed, I 
had other developments in, and, in fact, I [2647-28] 
were carrying on my work in the field, and IT would 
go back, and before I could ever file and give the 
final word to have them filed, improvements came 


along. 

Q.106: Were you working with a patent attor- 
ney ? 

A. Well, I worked—in none of the development 
work, IT never done with a patent attorney, but [ 
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kept a patent attorney pretty well employed all the 
time. 

Q.107: Who was he? 

A. A fellow by the name of Smith, R. W. 
Smith. 

@. 108: Was he the same Smith whose name 
appears in this application 388891 ? A. Ee As: 

Q.109: Now proceed with your history after 
these first scratchers were made by you by hand. 

A. As I say, I had the difficulty running with 
the one, part of the circle of the collar, threaded 
with a wire, and that was a similar design as some 
of the earlier patents that I had seen on like devices 
before. 

Q.110: At this juncture, I might ask you 
whether or not you fastened the wires to the collar 
in the manner shown in this first application of 
yours ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive, and not the best evidence, calling for 
secondary evidence. 

A. No, the first drawings that we [2647-29] 
made 

Mr. Lyon: I object to any statement about the 
drawings. 

A. The first drawings that I recall that was 
made was where we made the spring go around with 
the collar, and was threaded with a wire that 
threaded plumb around the circumference of the 
collar, and there was two bristles to each wire, one 
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on each side of the collar, similar to the scratcher 
that is made now. 

Mr. Lyon: If you will just wait a minute, I 
move to strike the statement as not responsive to 
any question and as secondary evidence and not 
accounting for the primary evidence, an affort to 
describe a drawing. 

A. A later development was made by making 
the hole smaller, and I found that I could get a 
resilient sideways movement of the spring that give 
me a little relief and reversing in time. 

Q. 101: What is this wire you are referring to? 
Seratcher wire or some other wire? 

A. That is the wire that holds the bristles in 
place. Then I moved out that wire and fastened 
the inner arm of the scratcher by a stove bolt, and 
IT found at that time that I could get sideways re- 
lief. By putting it in a cylinder, I could see the 
operation, and then I enlarged the holes by cutting 
them square. 

Q.112: Why didn’t you use this manner of 
fastening [2647-30] the wires to the collars as 
shown in serial 388891 ? 

A. Beeause fastening of the springs on the in- 
side, fastening the arm, is all that was necessary to 
hold that arm to the collar, so that the bristle would 
in turn be held in position, and due to the fact of 
the equipment we had on hand, a rivet was used 
instead. In certain factories this collar design would 
probably be preference; in other factories where 
equipment was available to do the manufacturing, 
why the rivet would be more preference. 
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Mr. Lyon: I move to strike the statement as not 
responsive to the question. The question was why 
didn’t you, and he hasn’t answered it yet. 

Q.113: Yes, I would like an answer to that. 
Why didn’t you use this particular type of anchor- 
ing device that is shown in serial 388891 ? 

A. Because I didn’t have the type of equipment 
to do that type of manufacturing; never have had 
i; 

Q.114: Now, we are down to some time in 1941, 
I believe. 

Mr. Lyon: I don’t know how you got to that 
conclusion. 

Q.115: Well, where are you, Mr, Witness? 

A. It was more this type here that is shown in 
388891 [2647-31] 

Q. That is April 16, 1941? 

A. At that time I had decided I had thoroughly 
developed a scratcher that would reverse in a eyl- 
inder with the fingers at a much larger diameter, 
and I filed an application on it. 

Q.117: That was in April, 1941. What did you 
do after that toward promoting or developing the 
seratcher situation 


¥ % te 


A. Tremember taking some scratchers that I had 
made and going to Corpus Christi. 

Q.118: When was that? 

A. Well, that was either May or the first part of 
June. 

Olio: wWKhativear t 
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A. 1941. Then I came in to Houston, where I had 
some stuff. I had a warehouse I had been using down 
here on Polk Avenue. I went out to the Gulf some 
time the fore part of June, out to the Gulf Publish- 
ing Company, and discussed with them about put- 
ting an [2647-32] advertisement in the Oil Weekly, 
and they told me what they wanted in the line of a 
picture, and I went to some place over here on Polk 
Avenue along about I believe it was the 23rd of 
June, or possibly I went there the 22nd, 1941, and 
1 had some pictures made of it. 

Q.120: Have you seen a reproduction of that pic- 
ture lately? 

A. J had pictures all the way along. I taken care 
to look it up recently, or had it looked up, and I got 
the reproduction of that picture, and I have seen it 
the last few days, and I had an ad put in 

Q. 121: I show you Exhibit 53, and ask you 
whether you can identify that? 

A. That is of the scratcher that [ had made, and 
T had the pictures taken. 


* %* * 


Q.122: Can vou identify the picture? 

A. I certainly can. I said it was a picture of a 
scratcher that J had at that time. 

Q.123: Does this picture bear any relationship 
to the visit to the Gulf Publishing Company ? 

A. It certainly did, [2647-33] 

Q.124: What relationship ? 

A. It bears the relationship that I was carrying 
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out what I had agreed with them, wanted to put an 
advertisement in that business magazine. 

Q.125: About when was this picture obtained ? 

A. I believe it was obtained about the 24th or 
25th of June, something like that, a day or two after 
I had taken it up there to have the picture made. 

Q.126: And have you attempted to find out just 
when that was taken? 

A. I have; I have looked up all the records that 
I could on it. | 

Q.127: Did you go to the commercial photog- 
rapher that took the picture? ae lant 

Q.128: Were they able to establish the date? 

A. They were. 

Q.129: How were they able to establish the date? 

A. They found the bill, the order where it was 
taken, where I repaid them for it. 

Q.1380: Did vou ask for reproductions of this to 
be made? A. I have. 

Q.131: Do vou have those yet? 

A. No, sir. [2647-34] 

Q.132: All right. Proceed. After vou had the pic- 
ture taken by the Litterst Commercial Photograph- 
ing Company, what next did vou do? 

A. Next I recall some time after that—I don't 
know just how long it was—I went to Weatherford 
and figured out how J could get some more of these 
made, and I went into town, and I went into the 
barber shop to get a haircut 

Q.133: Before vou get to Weatherford, was there 
anything done with the picture? 
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A. I don’t know. There was something done with 
it. | don’t know whether I notified the Gulf Publish- 
ine Company to come and get it, or I got some pic- 
tures of this myself, but I got them, and I remember 
there was several days spent in that period of time 
between Bill Atchison and myself, who was the ad- 
vertising field man of the Gulf Publishing Company 
here in Houston, and we discussed that advertise- 
ment several days. He helped me. At that time I 
had no publicity agent, and he helped me write the 
first ad. 

Q.134: What was the first ad? 

A. Well, the first ad is that page ad I have seen 
here a number of times. I don’t know what identifi- 
cation mark it has. 

Q.135: In what magazine did it [2647-35] ap- 
pear? A. The Oil Weekly. 

Q.136: Do you know the date? 

A. It was some time after this date here. 

Q.1387: What date? Some time after what date 
here? A. June 23, or June 24. 

Q.138: I show you photostats of an advertise- 
ment that has been offered here as Petitioner’s Ex- 
hibit Z. Can vou tell me what that is? 

A. That is the ad that was run in the Oil Weekly 
that I had been talking about, and this cut in that, 
that is from the picture that I have been talking 


about. 
Q.139: And the picture you refer to is Exhibit 
53, Applicant’s Exhibit 53? A. That is right. 


Q.140: Does that photograph appear on the ad? 
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A. It certainly does. 

Q.141: Now, at the time that this appeared in the 
Oil Weekly, did you arrange for advertising to be 
prepared besides that that appeared in the Oil 
Weekly ? 

A. Yes. I had a few, though I don’t know how 
manv [ had, but I had a number of what they eall 
re-runs, similar to the page in the magazine, or ex- 
actly like the page in the magazine. 

Q.142: Now, I would like to have you tell me 
just [2647-36] what the structure of this scratcher 
was that was shown in the photograph; and by that 
I mean tell me first who made it? Nepeeel| Cal 

Q.148: And how was the band of the collar 
made? 

Mr. Lyon: Objected to as calling for secondary 
evidence. The scratcher itself is the best evidence. 

A. The collar was made first in two halves. The 
holes were drilled, then I had two seat clamps that I 
bolted the material down on a part of an anvil of 
a length that represented part of a circle, and I 
opened the thing round, then hammered the lips 
down on the outside, making them in halves. These 
particular springs was wound with annealed wire, 
all of it. Later, after I went into manufacturing, I 
had some 250 pounds of this annealed wire. The war 
was on, and it was during that period the wire was 
awful hard to get, spring wire was, and I used this 
annealed wire, but when the springs were het to be 
tempered, they would unwind, and then again when 
vou would stretch them, they would unwind again, 
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and due to the fact that the springs are crossed, is a 
mishappening. We didn’t intend that. 
Q.144: That was due to the 
A. That was due to the fact of the winding of the 
spring, and we thought as long as it didn’t [2647-37] 
do any harm, we continued making them that way, 
and there was the question or not for a while 


whether we would continue or not. 

Q.145: Now, you have taken in your hand a half 
serateher that has been identified here as Applicant’s 
Exhibit 36. I would like to have you tell me what 
that is. 

A. That is a half seratcher that was picked up 
about six years ago as we were moving at my 
mother’s place about nine miles or ten out of town, 
and this seratcher was picked up at the location 
where I had made my first scratchers. 

Q.146: Out of what town? 

A. Out of Weatherford. 

Q.147: Does your mother live on the outskirts of 
Weatherford ? A. About nine miles out. 

Q.148: Who found this scratcher ? 

A. I got it myself. The fact of the business, it 
wasn’t picked up, it was hanging on her back porch, 
hanging on a hat rack on the back porch. 

Q.149: Who made that half scratcher, Exhibit 
39? 

A. I made that and wound the springs, tempered 
the springs. 

Q.150: Could vou fix about the date when that 
was made? [2647-38] 
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A. The only thing that I had to fix the date that 
I know of, it was a considerable time before I made 
this picture, because I had thoroughly worked it out, 
which takes a lot of time, and made it, and I know 
that I was on my return trip from Corpus. 

Q.151: And the picture you have referred to in 
the last answer was Applicant’s Exhibit 53? 

Be That is right. 

@.152: Were the holes in this collar, half collar, 
Exhibit 36, punched or drilled? 

A. Thev were drilled. 

Q.153: By whom? A. By me. 

Q.154: What sort of drill did you have? 

A. Ihad one of these hand-crank drills. 

Q.155: How were those wires wound ? 

A. Those wires were wound by 

Q.156: What were the coils in, the wires wound 
by? 

A. The coils in the wires was wound by a little 
hand winding machine that I had made. 

Q.157: Where did you make that? 

A. I made that in California. 

Q.158: Do vou recall when you first substituted 
rivets for stove bolts in these scratchers ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as [2647-39] lead- 
ing. 

A. Yes, at the time that I got through changing 
the design of the bristle and taken it out and tested 
a big part of the junk which is tested to fit the collar 
and to set the spring at whatever angle I wanted, by 
using the stove bolts, I could unloosen them and 
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make the changes, then make the various tests again. 
The stove bolt answers the same purpose that the 
rivet answers, and these rivets here—— 

Q.159: You are referring to the rivets on Exhibit 
362 

A. The rivets here on this exhibit were the same 
kind. The first rivets were not made special, and the 
heads were too big, and they give me some trouble 
on the rivet. I remember what a time I had [2647-40] 
there. 

% * ED 

Q.160: Now, you are referring to the design as 
Applieant’s Exhibit 36, and the picture is Apph- 
eant’s Exhibit 53? A. That is might: 

Q.161: In one of your previous answers vou have 
indicated that some of the rivets had heads that were 
too large. Can you tell me whether the rivets that 
held the wires in Exhibit 36 were rivets of that type, 
or were they rivets that were of a satisfactory type? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive. 

A. These rivets were not satisfactory. 

Q.162: Do they constitute some of the rivets that 
had heads of too great a size? 

A. That is right, too great a thickness. 

Q.163: Why did rivets with heads of too great a 
thickness give you difficulty ? 

A. The difficulty of making a scratcher that 
would run satisfactory in the cylindrical space in all 
oil wells is to make a scratcher that has as thin a 
diameter or think thickness 1n the collar as you ean 
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possibly get, and the thickness of these rivet heads 
only made the scratcher possible in diameter 1/16 
of an inch larger than it would have been with the 
proper rivets. 

Q.164: How did vou arrive at the disposition of 
the [2647-41] coils in those holes in this collar? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. Realizing that the spring finger had _ two 
major things, or major travels to travel in, one is 
from the largest diameter of a well bore to the mini- 
mum diameter, second, the pipe would have to re- 
verse action, and the spring would have to turn 
something like 190 degrees, and it would also have to 
travel in and out, and in order to do that, my earliest 
test to make the spring that would travel that and 
not take a bend in it was five wraps, and bv setting 
the spring at an angle, cause what I figured was the 
proper pitch, that when the seratcher was reversed 
it would always cause the finger to have an inward 
travel, 1n towards the band, instead of a radial 
travel. 

I have never found a great deal of difference, if 
they are substantially a sidewise bristle, from the 
radu, whether they are more at an angle or lesser 
angle; they seem to work in about the same manner. 

In order to get this function five wraps, five con- 
vulsions in the spring was adopted, and the pitch of 
the spring coming out through the collar hole at an 
angle would govern the pitch of the spring finger 
going toward the bore of the well. 
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I also reahzed that I could set the spring at an 
upright [2647-42] position on the radii, but it would 
take a greater diameter, so I set it back, so that that 
would be a smaller diameter in the thinness of the 
eollar. 

Those are some of the reasons why the spring was 
set at an angle through the hole, and five convulsions 
with the travel of the reverse action, and the inward 
and outward action, was the reason that was adapted 
but it was adapting, too, at the pivot point of the 
finger, without having flexible resilient means at that 
point; there would be too much strain throwed on 
the finger, and it would be forced to bend, a repeated 
combination of punishment to it at repeated re- 
verses, and finally it would break off. 

@.165: Was this half scratcher or were scratch- 
ers of that type in existence when this photograph 
was made, Exhibit 53? 

Mr. Lyon: ‘That is objected to as leading, and 
also ealling for a conclusion of the witness. 

A. I never made any more scratehers myself, 
other than put a few together, after this photograph 
was made. 

Q.166: Now, answer my question. The question 
was, was this half seratcher, Exhibit 36, in existence 
at the time that this photograph was made? 

Myr. Lyon: Same objection. Leading. 

A. It was. [2647-43] 

Q.167: What type of collar was the serateher 
which was Photograph Exhibit 53? What type of 
collar did that have, single weld or double weld? 
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A. This had a double weld. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

Q.168: Does that show in the photograph? 

A. It does. 

@.169: Is it clearly evident in the photograph? 

A. It certainly is. 

Q.170: After this exhibit, Photograph 53, was 
taken here in Houston to run these ads, Exhibit Z, 
in the Oil Weekly, what did you do then? 

A. Well, on my next trip to Weatherford, I went 
into Weatherford and in the barber shop I met a 
man by the name of EH. A. Frantz. 

Q.171: Had you know him before? 

A. Well, I did know him for many years, but 
not intimately. 

Q.172: Was he a resident of Weatherford ? 

A. He was. 

Q.173: What business was he in? 

A. I believe at that time he was in the real estate 
business. He had previously had something to do 
with manufacturing. He also had a small cotton 
buckle tie factory that he ran something like two or 
three months [2647-44] a year. 

T showed him this cut. I also showed him my ap- 
plication. I showed him my Patent Office drawings, 
and he came out and sat in my ear, and I went to 
the back of the car—I had a coupe then—and I got 
a couple of half scratchers, and we sat in the front 
seat and discussed it, and, of course, I was showing 
him how easy the springs could be made and one 
thing and another, and we discussed there about how 
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it should be made. I told him that I had decided that 
should be made with oil tempered wire, and that I 
had a little wire on hand, and wire was awful hard 
to buy, that these were made with annealed wire. 

‘He says, ‘‘If we can temper it ourselves, we had 
just as well use that wire.’’ He says, ‘*I will make a 
deal with you and start making them.”’ 

Some month or so after this time, he started to 
manufacture them. 

Q.174: Did you make a contract with him? 

A. Yes. He went up then—in fact, I went with 
him, we went up and discussed with his attorney, a 
fellow by the name of I. A. Zellers from Weather- 
ford, Texas, we discussed the contract, and we went 
back the next day and discussed the contract, and 
J believe the next day the contract—in that same two 
or three days the [2647-45] contract was finally 
signed. He had no equipment at that time for the 
immediate manufacturing of this here, and he im- 


mediately went away 

Mr. Lyon: Just a moment. I move to strike that 
statement last made, as entirely voluntary, not re- 
sponsive to any question. 

ia until he said he would see if he could find 
some equipment to use. 

Mr. Lyon: I move to strike the last statement as 
hearsay; also not responsive to any question. 

@.175: I show you a two-page contract and ask 
vou whether you can identify it? 

A. Yes, sir. That is the contract I entered in with 
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Mr. E. A. Frantz to manufacture my [2647-46] 
eratchers. 

* * * 

Q.176: I note that this contract is dated July 12, 
941. How long prior to the date of that contract 
vas your discussion with Mr. Frantz? 

A. <A very few days. 

Q.177: What do you mean by a few? 

A. Well, I stated that some three or four days 
rom the time I met him in the barber shop until 
he contract was drawn, because we had some time 
ised in discussion as to what we would put in the 
ontract. 

Q.178: Had the ad in the Oil Weekly, Julv 7, 
.ppeared when vou entered your first negotiations 
vith Mr. Frantz? [2647-47] 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. I do not know. All I know, that I had some 
yhotographs of the picture that is present. I had 
everal of these. 

Q.179: You are referring to Exhibit 53? 

A. Yes. I had some little ones, too, that I remem- 
er, little, small ones. 

Q.180: Smaller than the photograph that is be- 
ore vou, Exhibit 53? 

A. Yes. I don’t know whether they was made 
vith a small camera or what, but I remember at 
hat time I had some smaller ones. 

Q.181: What did you have those made for? 

A. I had them made for just the purpose of 
howing what I had. 
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Q.182: Did you have any of the half scratchers, 
Exhibit 36, when you talked to Frantz about manu- 
facturing this device? A. I certainly did. 

Q.183: How many of those did you have? 

A. Well, I carried all of the different things that 
I had, different parts that I had, of the scratchers, 
and sizes, I had two tow-sacks in the back of my car 
with various things in it. I remember of getting out 
two half seratchers and getting in the front seat to 
show and [2647-48] discuss it with him. 

Q.184: What did you mean in your previous an- 
swer by a tow-sack? 

A. That is a burr sack. That is a name, possibly, 
used in the south. That is all I was raised up to eall 
them, tow-sacks. 

Q.185: Just a hemp sack? A. Yes. 

Q.186: How soon after you made vour contract 
with Mr. Frantz were you able to actually get into 
the manufacture of the scratehers? Over what pe- 
riod did it take vou to get things under way and get 
vour manufacturing facilities in such shape as to 
manufacture the scratchers ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading, grossly 
so. In fact, I wonder who is testifying. 

A. From that date, I would say it taken about 
a month and a half until we got started to manu- 


facturing. 
Q.187: Did vou make anything else _ besides 
seratchers ? A. Yes, I was making 


Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as immaterial and 
irrelevant. 
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A. spiral centralizers all the while, [2647-49] 
und selling them. That was my source of income. 


cy * * 


Q.188: I would like to have you look at the con- 
Tact which has been marked Exhibit 54 and state 
whether or not that is your signature ? 

A. Yes, that is my signature. 

Q.189: Can you tell me whether or not that is 
your copy of the contract? 

A. Yes, sir. [2647-50] 

Mr. Scofield: The contract is offered in evidence. 


%* * * 


Mr. Scofield: I will also offer at this time the 
dDhotograph, Applicant’s Exhibit 53. 


*% ¥ * 


Mr. Scofield: I also offer at this time the half 
seratcher which was marked for identification as 
Applhieant’s Exhibit 36. 

Mr. Lyon: The same objection as to the offer of 
the contract and the photograph, for the same 
reasons. 

Q.190: You have indicated in one of your previ- 
ous answers that the type of scratchers you and 
Mr. Frantz were making, or started out to make, 
were spiral centralizers. [2647-51] 

A. No, I told him about my manufacturing of 
the centralizers, and we agreed that he would take 
one thing at a time. I was already making my 
centralizers. I had pretty fair equipment. I was 
making them and already tuned up on them, and he 
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said he wanted to start making one at a time, and 
this would be the easiest thing to get started on, 
but mght after he started to making the seratchers, 
I allowed him to begin making centralizers. I don’t 
know how soon. I would have to search to see if 
I could find it up to date. I haven’t got any notion 
when he first started making centralizers, but it 
was soon after he began making these, I would 
say four or five or six months. 

Q.191: How long did it take him to begin making 
the scratchers ? 

A. Oh, offhanded, I would say before he could 
turn any amount of them to complete an order, was 
a month and a half. 

Q.192: How were the collars made at first? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as immaterial, as 
to how the collars or the centralizer was made. 

Mr. Scofield: I didn’t inquire about the collar 
of the centralizer. 

Q.193: How were the collars of the seratcher 
made? [2647-52 ] 

A. The first collar, we went to Bateman Ma- 
chine Shop in Mineral Wells. He had a punch press 
up there, and we had him to punch the holes for 
us in the first collars that was manufactured. 

Q.194: So that the holes were punched in the 
bands ? N Thats rieht. 

Q.195: How were the collars themselves made? 
Were they made in one piece, or were they made in 
two pieces, as you had made them before? 

A. We made them both ways, but he didn’t 
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make them in two picces, as I had made them and 
had to make them in two pieces. He made some of 
them in two pieces. I had them made in two pieces 
for streamline pipe, upset pipe. The other collars 
were solid. They had one weld in them, a solid 
piece of material bent around and welded. 

Q.196: Where was Mr. Frantz’s establishment 
located in Weatherford ? 

A. It was between Bridge Street and Water 
Street, off of New York Street, I believe. 

Q.197: How much of an establishment did he 
have? By that I mean what equipment did he have 
for manufacturing ? 

A. He didn’t have any to manufacture scratch- 
ers, but he had a few buckle machines in there, had 
a lathe and a shaper. Most all the equipment we 
started out with [2647-53] was either rented or 
obtained from Bateman Machine Shop. 


% * * 


Q.199: When you started in with this endeavor, 
you and Frantz, who was working for Frantz? 
Did he have any employees ? 

A. I don’t believe so at that time. He had em- 
ployees that had been working for two or three 
years, but they only worked a couple or three 
months a year, during the season of manufacturing 
buckles. [2647-54] 

* * % 

Q.203: Who set up this operation to manufac- 

ture this scratcher? Was it Mr. Frantz or your- 
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self, or did you do it jointly? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. The biggest part of it was set up [2647-55] 
by Mr. Bateman. 

0.204: Mr. who? 

A. Myr. Bateman, in Mineral Wells. Frantz and 
I discussed it, and Mr. Frantz knew nothing about 
the oil fields and the requirements, and at that time 
Frantz spent very little time working, because he 
was busy in his real estate, house building and what 
not, so we went by and showed Mr. Bateman what 
we wanted, and he made the first die, and set up 
the first die that punched the first collars here, and 
then we started from that time on, and by that time 
we had made the dies that formed the collars. 

Q.205: How did you wind the first springs? 

A. After discussing with Mr. Frantz the type 
of winders I had, we suggested some changes, and 
he had part of the spring winder made in his shop 
at Weatherford, in his machine shop there. 

Q.206: Have you seen those spring winders here ? 

A. Yes. 


(Mr. Scofield produces a winder.) 
A. No, it is not that one. 
(The witness produces another winder.) 


Q.207: You have picked out of the box behind 
you a device which is marked for identification as 
Applieant’s Exhibit 34. Will you tell me what that 
is? [2647-56] 
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A. Yes. That is one of the parts of the machine. 
I may say this, the machine to wind the springs 
consisted of four parts, or four different little 
machines to wind them. There was a left and right- 
hand spring. That takes two spring winders to 
wind them. Then there was a left and right eye 
that they turned on the springs. Now, all the 
springs that I had turned the eyes on before was 
turned by a pair of pliers, sharp-pointed pair of 
pliers, so then we had to develop something to turn 
the eyes, this machine here. 

Q.208: You are referring to 34? 

A. 34 is an eye-turning machine. 

Q.209: What is that Exhibit 33? 

A. That is a spring winder. That winds the 
convulsions in them. There had to be two sets of 
those made, parts of which was made in Mr. 
Frantz’s machine shop, and part of the work was 
done out of the shop. 

Q.210: Where clse was the work done, besides 
in Mr. Frantz’s machine shop? 

A. I earrvied these spring winders to a_black- 
smith shop. 

Q.211: Where? A. In Weatherford. 

Q.212: Whose blacksmith shop was it? 

A. I forget the name of the fellow, but [2647-57] 
I believe I could find it, or I could locate it for you. 
It is right in back of the post office about a block. 

().213: Why did you take it there? 

A. Because Mr. Frantz didn’t have no welding 
machine when we started. 
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Q.214: Why did you need a welding machine? 

A. Because there is a lot of welding done on 
these winders, quite a bit of welding done. They 
had to study them, and quite a lot of tedious weld- 
ing. 

Q.215: Now, you have indicated that Exhibit 33 
was used as a winder for the coils. 

no That eamioht. 

Q.216: And what was Exhibit 34 used for? 

A. Bending the eye where the rivets went 
through them. 

Q.217: Is that the eye that passes over the rivet 
beneath the collar? 

A. The eye or hook, or anything you might want 
to call it. [2647-58] 

* * * 

Q.218: Where did you spend most of your time 
in this partnership with Mr. Frantz? Was it in 
the shop or outside ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as assuming a 
fact that has not been established by the evidence. 

A. Ispent the earler part of the manufacturing 
seratchers, I would say the first thirty days, about 
100 per cent of the time in the factory, or in the 
place we was attempting to make a factory out of. 
Thereafter I probably spent eight per cent of the 
time, or a larger portion of the time, in the oil 
fields selling stuff. 

().219: You have indicated that the first seratch- 
ers that were made were of the half type. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 
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A. You mean with Frantz? 

220: Yes. 

A. I wouldn’t say so. At the same time we had 
his punch press set up to punch the collars. We 
ould punch a whole collar and form it as well as 
ve could form a half collar at that time, but I had 
ome of the half collars made, as well as the whole 
ollars, [2647-60] because a certain per cent of the 
yipe is streamline pipe. 

Q.221: Are there any records in existence to 
stablish the dates when you first got into manu- 
‘acturing ? 

A. The contract and the shipment that was made 
yy Frantz, and he made all the shipments out of 
Weatherford for me by freight lines or whatnot. 

().222: Yes, but would those shipments show 
fhe type of scratchers, that is whether they were 
jalf scratehers or full collar or full cireular 
scratchers ? 

A. Yes, they would. They would have to show 
he type of shipments it was. That was the way 
ull of our shipments have been made. Shipments 
ire always designated, that material that was 
shipped on the inside of the box, the shipment. 

Q.223: Do you have any of those records? 

A. No, I don’t believe so; I possibly could find 
them, and possibly could obtain them. I don’t 
know. If they have not been destroyed. 

Q.224: Have you tried to find them? Have you 
rone through your records on this particular mat- 
ter? 
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A. Yes, I have had some two or three people 
going through all of my old records and trying to 
establish everything I could find. Up to date, I 
haven't [2647-61] seen any of the old shipments, the 
early shipments that was made. I recall in the very 
early days making a special deal with Frick-Reid, 
and I imagine we could get the early shipments 
from Frick-Reid. 

Q.225: I mean in your files have you been able 
to find any record which would establish when the 
first scratchers were made by Frantz? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. No, I haven’t, that I know of. There are so 
many of those papers, I don’t believe that I had 
the knowledge of what I have got in the papers. 

@.226: Have you gone through all the records 
in an attempt to determine when this manufacturing 
was started ? A. Yes, I have obtained 

Q@.227: Have you up to this time been able to 
furnish me with any records to show the definite 


date when the first shipments were made from the 
Frantz factory ? 
A. No, I haven’t. [2647-62] 


* * * 


Q.231: And were these the first scratchers that 
were produced by the partnership of Frantz and 
Hall? 

A. It wasn’t a partnership. He manufactured 
the scratchers for me at a given price, a certain 
per cent. Yes, I attempted to cover all the fields. 
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had my son John located in California. I had 
im helping me. But I principally was concerned 
n the Mid-continent area. 

Q.232: Did the first scratchers that were made 
y Frantz have the cross wires? [2647-63] 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. I would say that all the scratchers that was 
aade by Frantz, possibly the first thirty days, 
isuring about three-quarters of a pound of wire, 
xr half a pound of wire or something like that, to 
, seratcher, and, as I recall, we had 250 pounds of 
nnealed wire left. over from my earlier operations. 

Q.233: And what relationship did the annealed 
vire bear to these cross wires? 

A. It was what caused those wires to be crossed. 

Q.234: After you had run out this annealed 
vire, what type of wire did you use? 

A. Oil tempered wire. 

Q.235: What gage? 

A. Used some 14, some 15 and some 13. We 
ettled on 14 as the standard type. 

Q.236: There has been marked for identification 
ere as Applicant’s Exhibit 38 a scratcher. Will you 
ell me what that scratcher is? 

A. Yes, that is the type of scratcher that was 
nade by Frantz. I would say this type of scratcher 
vegan after the first thirty days that he manufac- 
ured the scratcher, or near about that. 

Q.237: Who designed that scratcher? [2647-64] 

A. I designed it. 
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Q.238: Can you tell me whether that scratcher 
is made with the half collar or the full collar? 

Mr. Lyon: I object to that on the ground that 
the seratcher itself is the best evidence. 

A. That is made by a full length of material, 
making the collar, with one weld, apparently. That 
is what we eall the sht type scratcher. 

Q.239: What do you mean by slit type? 

A. That was the type of scratcher that we put 
over upset pipe. You notice these two little shit 
places on the opposite side from the weld in the 
collars. That was so that if we had to put them on 
the pipe with upset pipe they would go over the 
head, or perhaps it was welded afterwards. I don’t 
know what time it could have been welded. We 
could cut the weld and open it up and put that on 
the pipe. If we didn’t have those slits, we couldn't 
open it up and get it back in good shape. That is 
these things here. 

Q.240: You are referring to a diagonal slit that 
appears along near the edge of the collar? 

A. Yes. And also at the time that we made this 
stuff and we made the die to eut it with, cut the 
material, had the material cut at an angle, so that 
we would not have a half hole, like is in the earlier 
seratchers [2647-65] that [I had made, the half col- 
lars. Here we were overcoming the half hole, and 
we were making another weld, and we were welding 
to the body on top of it, instead of up through the 
holes. 

Q.241: Can you tell me whether this scratcher, 
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Exhibit 38, has the large head rivets or small head 
rivets ? 

Mr. Lyon: ‘That is objected to as leading. 

A. This rivet is a rivet that we found, harness 
type of rivet, with a very thin head, not like the 
head in the former rivets. 

Q.242: You are referring to the rivets in the 
half collar, Exhibit 36? 

A. Yes, and also the whole scratcher. 

Q.243: You are referring to Exhibit 37? 

A. Yes. 

Q.244: Can you tell me what type of wire was 
used in Exhibit 36? Was it annealed wire or tem- 
pered wire? A. Tempered wire. 

Q.245: How are you able to determine that ? 

A. Simply because if this wire had had to be 
het hot to be tempered, there would be various 
bends in the wire, and it would also have taken an 
unwind. In order to temper, to heat it, you had to 
put about ten to fifteen pounds springs in and heat 
it up hot, [2647-66] and the weight of those springs 
will cause irregularities in the finger, as you will 
notice in Exhibit 36. 

Q.246: If it took an unwind, what would the 
result be? 

A. The spring fingers would be crossed, as they 
are in Exhibit 36. [2647-67] 

* * % 


Q.262: What determined the disposition of the 
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springs [2647-71] in the holes of the collar in Ex- 
hibit. 37? 

A. 'The degree that we set the eve on the inside 
of the shank to be held at a radii with the collar 
determined or held the coil at the angle that we 
desived to have the finger held, as the coil holds the 
fingers. 

Q.263: What is the eye you refer to in your 
answer ? 

A. The eye is where the rivet goes through, 
which holds the spring in position. 

().264: Whose design was that? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as immaterial. 

A. That was my design. [2647-72] 


* *% * 


Mr. Scofield: During the cross-examination of 
Mr. Jones in the California depositions, there were 
marked for identification as Applicant’s Exhibit 4 
some pages from a report that Mr. Berdine made 
directly to the Union Oil Company on the Jones and 
Berdine tests. Counsel for petitioner objected to 
the offer of the photostatie copies, and due to the 
fact also that it was only a partial part of the full 
report that was made, and in looking over the dep- 
ositions [ see that we adjourned for the day, and 
T indicated on the record that I would produce the 
original report, so these pages could be [2647-77] 
identified. 

* * * 

Mr. Scofield: I am not offering any explanation 

for the report in any regard. I am offering the 
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report in evidence. Your objections, of course, are 
on the record as you see fit. This is the applicant’s 
Exhibit No. 4, and I will furnish you with the 
necessary copies of the report for the Patent 
Office. [2647-79 ] 
+ + + 
Mr. Scofield: I show you another letter which 
has been marked for identification as Applicant’s 
Exhibit 51, which is dated January 5, 1944, a two- 
page carbon copy, and ask you if you can identify 


that letter? x. team 
Q.297: Do you know the source from which these 
letters were obtained ? [2647-84] ewe co. 


Q.298: What was it? 

A. It was obtained out of my files. 

Q.299: Where were your files? 

A. The files were in the old office that I have 
at Weatherford, Texas. 

Q.300: Do you recall having written this letter 
on or about the date that appears on the letter? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. Ido. 

Q.301: Does that letter assist you in the deter- 
mination of when the Applicant's Exhibit 49 was 
produced? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. It does. 

Q.302: Why were you writing John in the first 
part of January in 1944 with respect to this 
seratcher ? 
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Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as immaterial and 
calling for a state of mind. 

A. Because there were—he reported to me that 
there were certain requirements of a close tolerance 
seratcher. 

Mr. Scofield: I will offer the carbon copy which 
has been marked for identification Applicant’s Ex- 
hibit 51, a letter dated January 5, 1944, addressed 
to John [2647-85] Hall and signed in typewritten 
signature by Jesse E. Hall. [2647-86] 


* * * 


Q.335: Did you hear Mr. Doble testify on behalf 
of the petitioner in California? 

A. I certainly did. 

Q.336: Did you see the scratchers which he made 
up, or which he had made up, to be replicas of the 
seratchers shown in Exhibits Z and Z1, which I 
put before you? Ae-tedid: 

Q.337: I show you Petitioner’s Exhibit JJ and 
ask you whether you recall the seratcher that is 
shown in that photograph ? 

AL Yes. ) tecallnit. 

Q.338: Did you hear him testify with respect to 
that being a replica of one of the scratchers which 
was shown in your advertising? 

A. I did. [2647-93] 

¥ * % 

Q.339: In your opinion, is the seratcher shown 

in Petitioner’s Exhibit JJ a replica of the seratcher 
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vhich is shown in the advertising which appeared 
n the Oil Weekly of July 7, and as shown in the 
uts which are before you, Exhibits Z and Z1? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as calling for a 
onclusion and opinion of the witness, the exhibits 
hemselves are the best evidence. 

A. It is positively not. 

Q.340: Well, explain why you have stated that 
t is not a replica. 

A. The coils are in the holes at a radii, and the 
oils in the holes of the advertising of Exhibit 
7 and in the holes at very much of an angle. The 
oil springs coming off of the coils, the fingers 
oming off of the coils, in Exhibit Z come off at the 
ngle of the wrap of the spring. The fingers in 
Yxhibit JJ come off the coils at a cantered posi- 
ion. 

The inside hole in the arm where the rivets hold 
he springs to the scratcher in Exhibit JJ is parallel 
o the coils in the spring. [2647-94] 

The inside holding arms in Exhibit Z is cantered 
o the coils. This cantering position is a degree 
hat holds the coil spring at an angle in the holes. 

Q.341: Are the holding arms you have referred 
o in the last answer the cross-over wires inside of 
he collar through which the rivet passes to hold the 
vires ? 

A. They are, and for those reasons are the 
‘easons that I made the statement that it is not a 
‘eproduction or any part of it. Every angle of the 
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springs or every major feature of the springs was 
changed. 

Q.342: Attached to Petitioner’s Exhibit JJ are 


plan views of seratchers showing wires extending | 


from the collar. These photographs are Exhibit V, 
Exhibit W and Exhibit X. Now, do those wires 
indicate the angle of the wires with the collar which 
the wires bore to the collar in Exhibits Z or Z1? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading, grossly 
SO. 

A. No, they do not, not anywhere near. 

Q.343: Is the angle in Exhibits Z and Z1 greater 
or lesser than the angle shown in Exhibits V and 
W and X? 

Mr. Lyon: Objected to as indefinite, and also as 
leading. 

A. Taking a start from the radu of the collar, 
the angle in Exhibit V is much greater than the 
angle in [2647-95] Exhibit Z, not any close com- 
parison. 

Q.344: Do you mean to indicate that the angle 
of the wires with the collar is greater in V, W and 
X than the angle which the wires have or make 
with the collar in Exhibit Z? 

A. That is correct. 

* * e 

Q.345: Now, what do you mean in your last 
answer, that the angle, which the wire makes with 
the collar in V is greater than the angle made with 
the collar in Exhibit Z? 

A. In the angle related, the finger related, to 
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he collar in Exhibit Z is much less from the radii 
han the angle in Exhibit V. 
Q.346: Then what you were doing was taking 
he angle from the extension of the radii 
A. That is correct. [2647-96] 


* % * 


Q.348: Now, I would like to have you state 
vhether the angle which the wire makes with the 
ollar, that is the angle between the wire and the 
ollar, is greater in Exhibit V or less than the 
ngle which the wires make with the collar in 
ixhibit Z? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading, grossly 


0. 
A. They are greater in Exhibit V. 
Q.349: That is, it is your belief that the angle 
vhich the wire makes with the collar, that each one 
f these wires makes with the collar, is greater in 
/ than it is in Z? 

Mr. Lyon: ‘That is objected to as already asked 
ind answered several times. 

A. Yes, they are, from the radii in the collar. 

Q.350: Now, L would like to have you look at 
he photograph, Petitioner’s Exhibit CC. I will ask 
rou whether or not you can identify the scratcher 
hat is shown there. Just refer to this. Do you 
‘ecall Mr. Doble testifying with respect to that 
eratcher ? [2647-97 ] 


* * * 


A. Yes, I remember the scratcher very well, as 
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I was shocked to find the irregularities in this 
scratcher when I made an examination. I also 
noticed with the examination of this scratcher when 
I were making it, from then on, and the records 
will bear it out, that Mr. Doble was trying to dodge 
the issue that he didn’t make it; before IT examined 
it, why he had taken all responsibility of making 
this scratcher. [2647-98 ] 


* * * 


Q.359: Do the wires extend from the collar in 
Exmbit CC at the same or at a different angle from 
the manner in which the coils extend from the 
scrateher shown in Exhibit Z? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to; it is entirely 
immaterial. 

A. That is one of the major things that I men- 
tioned that I noticed. That discrepancy was bad. 
The wires extend at a different angle, 

Q.360: Won’t vou explain that a lttle more, 
what vou mean by a different angle in the two 
exhibits? Take first Exhibit CC. 

A. The wires extend at a different angle at Ex- 
hibit CC, not in the two exhibits. 

Q.361: Extend at a different angle from what? 

A. The top row extends at a greater angle, or 
a lesser angle, from the radn than the bottom angle 
—the bottom row. 

Q.362: Is that true for Exhibit Z? 

A. That is not. The only reason, I could see 
they are very careful to take the photograph with 
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the top row up, or a misleading position. The 
bottom row, the angle of the scratcher fingers are 
of a greater degree from the radii, the bottom row 
having a different length than the top row, which 
is not according to [2647-100] Exhibit ZZ, or ac- 
cording to no other scratchers that I have ever made. 

Q.363: In your last answer, you are referring to 
Exhibit Z or ZZ? You said ZZ. 

A. To Z. As I have pointed out, the difference 
in the anchoring, the difference in the coil, the dif- 
ference in the spring extending in a different angle, 
and the difference in length, and those four major 
differences relating to the coil, and I cannot conceive 
any other difference that could be injected into the 
installation of the scratcher of the coil. 

Q).364: Do you consider that the scratcher shown 
in Exhibit CC is a duplicate or a replica of the 
seratcher shown in Exhibit Z? 

A. Not in any part; it is grossly away from it. 

%* % * 


Q.366: Had you manufactured a scratcher shown 
in either of the drawings 39B and 39C, excepting 
the ones shown in the small figure 3 of 39B, more 
than one [2647-101] year prior to the date of the 
filing of your application on November 6, 1945? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. I have not. 

Q.367: On how many occasions did you go out 
to Dominguez Hill to see the Jones and Berdine 
tests ? 
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A. I don’t reeall now. I only can recall two 
occasions at that time. 

Q.368: Did you have a device that was being 
tested by Jones and Berdine? A. I did. 

).369: What was it? 

A. A spiral centralizer, manufactured by the 
Coast Oil Field Manufacturing Company. 

Q.3870: Do vou know whether it was tested first 
or last, or when it was tested during the sequence 
of the different tests made at Jones and Berdine? 

A. It was tested last; as I recall, it was tested 
on the ninth run. 

Q.371: Do you have any reason for remembering 
the fact that it was tested last? 

“A. Yes, [ have more than one reason. 

Q.372: Will you state them? 

‘A. I followed some cement Jillets that was laid 
up, or the test followed those, and checking the 
Union [2647-102] Oil Company report, I recall the 
billets that I saw ahead of the test that I made, 
which caused me to realize that I was there just 
after they were made. I were there on the ninth run. 

Q.373: How many billets did you see? 

A. I believe there were four. 

Q.374: Did you witness any of the tests on any 
of the other apparatus? 

A. I were there while they were making some 
tests on it. [I don’t beheve that you would under- 
stand why—to answer your question—you would 
understand what the witnesses could mean, unless 
T give you an explanation. 
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Q.375: Well, give me whatever explanation you 
have as to what you saw there with respect to the 
tests that were being made. 

A. Their simulated well was constructed beside 
oil tanks. The Union Oil Company had an operator 
that stayed up on top, that done the hoisting, and 
J never went up on the tanks. I never seen anyone 
else going up on the tanks. I understood they were 
making some tests on some of the scratchers, but I 
don’t know what they did or anything about it. I 
only know that they ran a pump and that they 
moved the hoist up and down. That is all [ 
know. [2647-103] 

Q.376: Did you ever talk to Jones personally 
with regard to the tests that were being made on 
your Cosco guide? 

A. I talked to him after the test was made. 
I never saw Jones during the testing of the guide. 

Q.377: Whom did you talk to, if you talked to 
anybody, with respect to the tests that were to he 
made on vour Cosco guide? 

A. I talked to Berdine. 

Q.378: Did vou know him? i. GM ess 

Q.379: Did you tell him how to mount the Cosco 
guide, or did he know how to mount them without 
your instructions ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as absolutely im- 
material, and also as leading and suggestive. 

A. Well, I told him how to mount it, as well as 
left some of the literature with him. 

@.380: Did you see them mounted? 
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A. Yes, I saw them on the piece of pipe, two 
of them. 

Q@.381: Were you there when your particular 
Cosco guides were run? 

A. I were there when one of them was run. 

Q.382: What do you mean by one of them? 

A. There were two tests run. 

Q.383: Of the Cosco guides? A. Yes. 


* % * 


Q.388: What I want to know is whether you 
were [2647-105] actually present when any of the 
B & W seratchers were run, besides seeing these 
billets after they were run? 

A. That would be a hard question to answer 
positively. I couldn't swear that I was present, but 
I am sure that I was, because they was operating 
the thing, and that was my understanding. 

Q.389: Does that mean that you were there when 
they were run, or that you were there while they 
were running something ? 

A. I imagine while they were running some- 
thing. I couldn’t see through the pipe to know what 
they were running. 

Q.390: So you are not certain of the fact that 
thev were actually running Bb & W scratchers? 

Ne Nows ai 1101, 

Q.391: Now, have you on any oceasion ever had 
reason to write to anybody with respect to these 
Jones and Berdine tests, before this controversy 
arose with B & W? 
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A. Yes, I have had several occasions to write 
ind to go see people about this Jones and Berdine 
est, prior to this controversy. 

Q.392: Now, my inquiry is solely as to any 
writing that you have made concerning the Jones 
ind Berdine tests, [2647-106] dated prior to the 
ime that there was any controversy whatsoever 
vith B & W. 

A. I wrote a report or analysis of the art to 
some members of the Sun Oil Company, that there 
1ad been some complaints made in Corpus Christi, 
Texas, and I mailed them, and sent a letter explain- 
ng to my son, John, to carry to Mr. Inglish. 

Q.393: I am not interested in any writing that 
you may have made concerning the art. I am ask- 
ng you whether you ever on any occasion wrote to 
mnybody concerning the Jones and Berdine tests 
prior to the time that any controversy arose with 
B & W or with Mr. Kenneth Wright. 

A. I have. 

Q.394: Do you know approximately the date of 
that writing? 

A. No, I don’t, as I wrote many, many letters, 
put I could check the letter. 

Q.395: Do you know whether such a letter is 
in existence? A. Yes. 

Q.396: Do you know what year the letter is 
dated ? 

A. As TI recall, it was dated in 1942. 

Q.397: Do you know to whom the letter was 
directed ? [2647-107] 
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A. It was either directed to Mr. Inglsh or My. 
Marston of the Sun Oil Company, at Corpus Christi, 
Texas. 

Q.398: Where was Mr. Inglish located when you 
wrote this letter? 

A. I wrote the letter to Corpus Christi; which- 
ever one I wrote it to was located at Corpus Christi, 
Texas. 

(@.399: And who was Mr. Inglish employed by? 

A. The Sun Oil Company. 

().400: And where was Mr. Marston located ? 

A. Mr. Marston, I believe, was located in Dallas, 
or there could have been possibly one of them was 
located in Dallas and one of them was located in 
Corpus Christi. 

@.401: And why were you writing to Mr. Ing- 
lish? 

A. Because of a report that I had that Mr. 
Barkis had been complaining to him of the scratcher 
that I was selling. 

Q.402: You have indicated that this was a re- 
port. What do you mean by that? Was it a report 
or a letter, or Just what was it? 

A. My son, John, was working in that territory, 
and he had written me a letter of the extent of 
complaint [2647-108] that the Sun Oil Company 
had made. 

Q.403: Did you have a distributor at that time? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q.404: Who was that? 
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A. At that time we were using the Frick-Reid 
Supply stores as our distributors. 

Q.405: I show you a folder that has been offered 
here as Petitioner’s Exhibit 4N. Can you identify 
that ? A. Yes. 

Q.406: What is it? 

A. This is a folder or a catalog that I had made, 
setting forth what I had to sell in 1942. 

Q.407: Was that the earliest advertising folder 
that you used? 

A. No, we had used that Acme scratcher folder 
is a price list, to take the place of a catalog. I had 
ised other folders to sell centralizers with. 

Q.408: What is the Acme catalog folder you 
refer to? 

A. Exhibit Z. It specified the price, and it spe- 
sified the article and the description, the same as 
che catalog does. 

Q.409: Now, this Exhibit Z appeared in the Oil 
Weekly, did it not? 

A. That is correct. [2647-109] 

@.410: And did you also use this as an adver- 
‘ising sheet? 

A. Yes, I had many other sheets—I call them 
reruns—made, and they were leaflets. They were 
handed out as a catalog. 

@.411: When did you begin using this leaflet 
Which you say was printed at the same time and 
was a replica of this Exhibit Z? 

A. Well, I would have to see to answer that. 
As quick as I receive them, in many occasions we 
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received the reruns prior to the publication in the 
magazine. 

Q.412: So that it was probably some time in 
July of 1941? 

A. It could have been in July of 7°41, and it 
could have been near after. I would rather think in 
this case they were received before the issue came 
out. 

Q.413: Why do you say that? 

A. Because I didn’t have any literature on that, 
and I was anxious to get something, and as quick 
as they were set up to run this page for the mag- 
azine, why they could have run me the reruns. 

Q.414: How soon after you had these Exhibit Z 
sheets made as advertising did you use the folder, 
Exhibit [2647-110] 4N, Petitioner’s Exhibit 4N ? 

A. I made a contract—to get time, I made a 
contract with Frick-Reid. The folder was made 
immediately after the contract, within a month, or 
something like that. If I could see the contract, I 
could give you a close date on it. [2647-111] 


* * * 


Q@.416: Can you identify the contract ? 

A. I ean. 

Q.417: Would that help you at all in determining 
when you made your arrangement with Frick-Reid? 

A. Yes. I made this contract on the 5th day 
of August, 1941. I made the contract, I was in 
Tulsa, Oklahoma. Immediately after making the con- 
tract, they sent me to see their publicity man in 
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Shreveport, Louisiana, Bryan and Bryan, and there 
I negotiated the making of that catalog. [2647-112] 


* * * 


Q.420: Does the fact that Frick-Reid was your 
distributor bear any relationship to the Inghish let- 
ter which you have previously referred to in one 
of your answers? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. Yes. 

@.421: In what respect? 

A. I beheve that we used the mail box in Corpus 
Christi as listed in Frick-Reid’s name. 

Q.422: What do you mean by that, you used it? 

A. Sent mail to that particular box. 


% * % 


Q.4238: At the close of this morning’s session, 
I was examining you on a letter which you wrote 
to Mr. Inglish with respect to Jones and Berdine. 
I show vou a letter dated March 23, 1942, and 
ask you whether or not you ean identify that 
letter. [2647-114] 


(The letter is handed to Mr. Lyon.) 


Mr. Lyon: I object to it on the ground that it 
is totally incompetent, irrelevant and immaterial 
and hearsay and self-serving declaration. 

eel Cai, 

Q.424: Is that your signature on that letter? 

A. It 1s not, 

Q.425: Whose is it? Do you know? 
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A. Howard Cherry, my bookkeeper. 

Q.426: Where was Howard Cherry employed by 
vou? 

A. He was employed by me in Weatherford, 
Texas. 

Q.427: Do you recall having sent this letter? 

A. I did. | 

Q.428: Did you dictate the letter? 

AS 1 did: 

Q.429: Along about the fourth sentence from the 
last there is a statement which I would like to 
have you read, not on the record, but T would like 
to have you, after reading the statement, state on 
the record whether or not. that refreshes your recol- 
lection as to the matter of sending this letter to 
Mr. Inglish. A. It does. [2647-115] 


*¥ * * 


Q.430: Mr. Hall, let me ask you where this letter 
was found, if you know? 

A. Found in my office. 

Q.431: Where? [2647-116] 

A. Weatherford, Texas, in a box. 

Q.4382: What did the box contain? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
that what the box contained, the box itself and its 
contents are the best evidence. 

A. It contained a lot of old files, letters and one 
thing and another. 

Q.483: When was it found? 

A. Last week. 

Mr. Scofield: To indicate to the Patent Office the 


Kenneth A. Wright, etc. 2431 


(Deposition of J. EK. Hall, Sr.) 

sharacter of reproduction of the documents, I will 
yffer the original letter of March 23, 1942, which 
fhe witness has identified, as Applicant’s Exhibit 
96; the offset copy as Applicant’s Exhibit 56A. 


% * ¥ 


Q.4384: I show you a letter dated March 24, 1942, 
1 five-page letter, addressed to Mr. R. L. Inelish, 
Box 199, or 1999, Corpus Christi, Texas, care of 
Mi. John Hall. Can you identify that [2647-117] 
etter ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q.485: Do you recall having written that letter 
m or about the date that appears upon the first 
yage of the letter? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as immaterial. 

A. I dictated it on or about that time. 

Q.436: Is this the letter that you referred to in 
rour morning testimony when you indicated that 
rou had written to Mr. Inglish? 

eae Thatis right. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

Q.4387: Why was this letter sent in care of Mr. 
John Hall in Corpus Christi? Do vou know? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as immaterial. 

A. Because he was in that territory at that time, 
ind I wanted to retain certain exhibits that was 
nentioned in this letter. 

Q.4388: Is it your signature? Is it your signa- 
ure signed to this letter? 

A. It is not, but my secretary signed it—book- 
creeper, rather. 
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Q.4389: Was your secretary in the habit of sign- 
ing your mail? 

A. Very mueh of it, because I was traveling, 
and often dictated a letter to him and would not 
wait [2647-118] until it was written. 

Q.440: Where was this letter found? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as immaterial. 

A. ‘This letter was found in the same box that 
I found the other letters in, same bunch of files. 

Q.441: When was it found? 

A. last week. 

Q.442: What was this box of material you have 
spoken about? 

My. Lyon: The box is the best evidence. I object 
to the evidence on that ground. 

A. Oh, it was a box of miscellaneous files and 
patent applications and drawings and whatnot, and 
letters. 

@.443: Do you have an office in Weatherford ? 

A. ido: 

Q@.444: Do vou have any files there in Weather- 
ford ? A. I do. 

Q.445: How does it happen that this letter was 
not in your regular files? 

Mr. Lyon: Objected to as immaterial, also as 
ealling for conclusion. 

A. SBeeause of its date, its age. I take the files 
down, clean out at a certain time, and put in boxes 
to preserve the older stuff. 

Q.446: Can you explain the circumstances why 
you [2647-119] have the original letter? 

A. Yes. 
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Q.447: Why do you have the origina] letter? 
A. Because it was given back to me, as I had 
yme of the exhibits that I wanted to retain after 
ley got through reading them, and when they got 
le exhibits back to me, they give the entire 
Q.448: Were there exhibits sent with this letter? 
A. There were. 

Q.449: What exhibits were sent with the letter? 
Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground that 
ie exhibits themselves are the best evidence. 

A. There is Exhibit 1, Exhibit 2, Exhibit 3, Ex- 
ibit 4, Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6. 

Q.450: Does the letter indicate that Exhibits 
?companied it? Ao Ves. 

Q.451: Can you tell from the letter what Exhibit 
was? 

A. Yes. It was a type of scratcher functioned 
yout the same as the B & W scratcher functioned. 
Q.452: Did you make a search to find these ex- 
ibits when you found the letter? 

A. I did. I found the exhibits that I have with 
1e letter, [2647-120] 

Q.453: I show you a photostat of a drawing, and 
sk you whether you can identify that? 

nee L can. 

Q.454: What is it? 

A. That is a scratcher that I designed. 

Q.455: What is the particular sheet here? Does 
1e sheet indicate? 

A. Well, the sheet is made on the Patent Office 
aper drawing size. It indicates that I at one time 
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probably had the intention of writing or preparing 
an application of it, maybe filing one. 

Q.456: In the upper left-hand corner there is a 
notation, Exhibit 1. Does that mean anything to 
you? 

A. Yes. That correspondence with the Exhibit 1 
here, that also is in Howard Cherry’s handwriting. 

Q.457: Are you acquainted with his handwrit- 
ing? eee Lary. 

Q.458: How long was Howard Cherry with you? 

A. Oh, possibly three years. 

Q.459: What were his duties with you? 

A. He was bookkeeper and general office man. 
He attended to all the shipping and such things of 
that nature, getting the stuff out, and billing. 

Q.460: Was he a stenographer? 

A. Yes, he was a stenographer and [2647-121] 
bookkeeper. 

Q.461: Where did this Exhibit 1 which vou have 
before you come from? 

Mr. Lyon: Objected to as entirely immaterial. 

A. It came from the same box this letter came 
from. 

Q.462: When was it found? 

A. Last week. 

Q.463: Found at the same time or at a different 
time from the letter? 

A. Found at the same time. 

Q.464: Can you tell me from the letter what 
was sent as Exhibit 2? 
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A. Yes. There was an application for a spiral 
entralizer filed September 3, 1935. 

Q.465: Why did you send that? 

A. Because it was a development 

Mr. Lyon: Objected to as entirely immaterial. 

A. Because it was a tool that was—that I had 
eveloped in well bore cleaning and cementing. 

Q.466: Did you make a search for it, Exhibit 2 
hat was sent with the letter? AS [Glia 

Q.467: Did you find Exhibit 2? 

A. No, I did not, because I realized that I had 
ad a lawsuit on the spiral centralizer in [2647-122] 
ake Charles, and that exhibit was probably lost 
uring that lawsuit I got into. 

Q.468: Do you know that to be a fact, or is that 

guess on your part? 

A. That is a guess on my part, because all of 
1y files was worked into that lawsuit. That be- 
mged to it, and I never did straighten them 
ack up. 

@.469: I show you a certified copy of an appli- 
ation for patent and ask you whether or not you 
an identify that? 

A. Yes. This is the first spiral centralizer ap- 
heation I filed, 1935. This is serial No. 388,891. 

Q.470: Can you tell from the notation in the 
tter which you find at the bottom of page 3 
rhether or not this was the application filed, that 
ras sent on? 

Mr. Lyon: Objected to as leading and sugges- 


ive. 
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A. Yes, I ean tell. 

Q.471: How are you able to identify that appli- 
cation as the application that was sent out as Ex- 
hibit 2? 

A. Because there is only one I had filed at that 
date, and the only one that—that is the principal 
reason; it was a well bore cleaning device. 

Q.472: Is the filing date of the application in- 
dicated [2647-123] in the letter? A. Mes: 

Q.473: What is the filing date of your appliea- 
tion 38,891? 

A. The letter indicates September 3, 1935. The 
file wrapper indicates September 3, 1935. 

Q.474: Does the letter make reference to any 
particular part of this application that was filed on 
September 3, 1935? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
that the letter is the best evidence of what it re- 
Leis to. 

A. Well, this makes reference to the—it is a 
competitive tool which removes filter cake from 
the bore of the well and centers the pipe. 

Q.475: My question was whether the letter makes 
any reference to any particular part of the appliea- 
tion? 

A. I don’t understand what you are refer- 
TMG tO, 

Q.476: Won’t you read into the record, then, 
the paragraph which has to do with Exhibit No. 2? 
You will find it in the last paragraph on page 2 of 
the letter which is numbered page 3. 
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A. The last paragraph ? 

‘‘Next I developed a spiral casing [2647-124] 
uide. I filed the application on September 3, 1935. 
‘his is a competitive tool to the scratcher, as to 
emoving the filter cake, and centering the pipe. 
f you will read the objects of this invention Ex- 
ibit 2, you will readily see that I was working on 
Iter cake removing devices prior to the time of 
dis patent.”’ 

Q.477: Now, can you answer the question ? 

A. What was the question? 

Mr. Scofield: Read him the question. 


(The reporter read the question: ‘‘My qnes- 
tion was whether the letter makes any refer- 
ence to any particular part of the applica- 
tion ?’’) 


A. Yes. 

Q.478: What part of the application does the 
tter refer to? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as entirely imma- 
arial. The letter speaks for itself. 

A. To the part of the application that specified 
1e object of the invention, of removing filter cake 
nd centering the pipe. 

Q.479: Can you tell me from the letter that was 
ant on as Exhibit No. 3? 

Mr. Lyon: What was sent on, Exhibit No. 3 is 
ae best evidence of what it is. The witness may 
astify [2647-125] with relation to it, but the ques- 
ion 1s objected to on that ground. 
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A. Evidently it was a drawing. 

Q.480: Did you search for that drawing ? 

ee ide 

Q.481: Were you able to find the drawing which 
was sent on with the letter and marked Exhibit 3? 

A. No. 

Q.482: What was sent on with the letter as Ex- 
hibit 4? Can you tell from the letter? 

Mr. Lyon: Same objection as to the preceding 
question. The exhibit itself is the best evidence. 

A. Yes, there was a patent sent on, marked Ex- 
hibit +, and was issued October 1, 1912. 

Q.483: Did you in your search find the patent 
which was sent on and marked Exhibit 4? 

A. Yes. 

Q.484: Where did you find that? 

A. Found it with the letter. 

Q.485: Does the letter indicate what was sent 
on as Exhibit 5? Just a minute. I show you copy 
of a patent, on the outside of which appears a nota- 
tion, Exhibit 4. Can you tell me what that is? 

Mir. Lyon: That is objected to as entirely imma- 
terial. [2647-126] 

A. This is the exhibit that 1s mentioned in this 
letter, and the handwriting on the Exhibit 4 was 
prepared by Howard and written by Howard 
Cherry. 

Q.486: Is the patent identified in the letter in 
any respect? 

Mr. Lyon: Objeeted to on the ground the letter 
itself is the best evidence as to what. it identifies. 
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A. Yes, it is identified. 

Q.487: How? 

A. It was issued October 1, 1912. 

Q.488: Do you find that the patent, Exhibit 4, 
vas issued on that date? 

A. Yes; October 1, 1912. 

Mr. Scofield: I gave you a copy of this, Lewis. 

@.489: Does the letter indicate what was sent on 
ss Exhibit 5? 

A. Patent granted to J. C. Jones, March 15, 
Ozil: 

Q.490: Did you search for that exhibit? 

A. Yes. 

Q.491: Did you find it? A. I did. 

().492: I put before you a patent, on the outside 
f which appears the notation, Exhibit 5. Can vou 
dentify that? [2647-127] 

A. I can. That is the handwriting of Howard 
Jherry, the man that writ the letter for me. 

().493: Whom was the patent issued to? 

A. J. C. Jones, patented March 5, 1921, and 
orresponded with the statement in the letter. 

Q.494: What was sent on with this letter as 
ixhibit 6? 

A. The Phil Jones and Dennis Berdine report. 

Q.495: Is it so identified in the letter? 

Ae If is. 

Q.496: Did you make a search for that report? 

A. I did. 

Q.497: Did you find it? eee cai cll 

Q.498: I show you a copy of a report, on the 
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face of which appears Exhibit 6. Can you identify 
that ? 

A. I ean. That is Howard Cherry’s handwriting, 
the man that writ the letter, also my stenographer 
and bookkeeper. 

Q.499: Is that the report that was sent on with 
the letter? A. It was. 

Q.500: Now, what exhibits were you unable to 
find which were sent on with this letter to Mr. 
Inglish? 

A. I was unable to find a drawing. [2647-128] 

Q.501: What was the exhibit number ? 

A. I believe it was Number 3. 

Q.502: Is that the only one that you were unable 
to find? 

A. That and the application, which I can ex- 
plain on. 

Q).503: And the application which you refer to 
was the Exhibit 2? AY 6: 

Q.504: Did you find a drawing that would cor- 
respond to the drawing which was sent on as Ex- 
hibit 3? 

A. Yes; to my opinion. To my opinion 

Q.505: Just a minute. I show you a photostat of 
a drawing and ask you if you ean identify that? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive, incompetent, irrelevant and immaterial. 

A. Yes, I ean identify that as a drawing of a 
early scratcher that I worked on. 

Q.506: What is your recollection as to what the 
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umber was of this, or whether or not this drawing 
ras sent on with your letter? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as not the best 
vidence, and leading and suggestive. 

A. My recollection that this last drawing, this 
ras Exhibit 1, and that the one that was [2647-129] 
iarked Exhibit 1, that he marked it wrong, and 
; was Exhibit 3. That is just my recollection of it. 

Q.507: I would like to have you put in your own 
andwriting up in the right-hand corner of the 
xhibit which you have just identified the exhibit 
umber that you think should have been noted on 
1e drawing when it was sent with the letter. 

A. (The witness complies with the request.) 

Q.508: Now. put inside of the border line in the 
ght-hand corner—no, wait a minute—put inside 
[ the border line in the upper left-hand corner 
hat the exhibit number was that was put on the 
rawing when it was sent with the letter, and put 
our imitials—— 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as calling for a 
melusion of the witness. 

Q.509: ——opposite. No, inside, inside. 

A. In here? 

Q.510: Yes. Now, put in there the exhibit num- 
er that was put on the drawing when it was sent 
» Mr. Inglish. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as calling for a 
mnclusion of the witness and no proper foundation 
id. 

A. (The witness comphes with the request.) 
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Q.511: Put your initials after that Exhibit 3. 

A. (The witness complies with the [2647-130] 
request. ) 

Q.512: Also put your initials by the other ex- 
hibit number which you have put in the upper right- 
hand corner. 

A. (The witness complies with the request.) 

Q.513: Now, I would lke to have you mark on 
Exhibit 1 in the upper right-hand corner the ex- 
hibit number which this particular drawing should 
have been marked—no, put it below. 

A. (The witness coinplies with the request.) 

Q.514: Did you check this letter before it was 
sent to Mr. Inghsh? A, Iedid not 

Q.515: How are you able to state that at this 
time ? 

A. Because I never saw the letters, only I re- 
member dictating it. 

Q.516: How does it oceur that vou did not check 
the letter and check the numbers of the exhibits? 

A. Beeause I were working in the field. When I 
would go in to eheeck up on everything, I would 
eenerally give him—answer all my mail. He would 
take it down in shorthand, and then the letters was 
written after I was gone. Sometimes I would give 
him enough mail, enough dictation, to last him for 
two or three days. [2647-131] 

Q.517: Was there any indication in this corre- 
spondence that has been submitted to you here that 
you left town on this particular day or the day 
before? And I call your attention to the letter writ- 
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n to your son, John Hall, which has the date of 
arch 23, 1942. A. Yes, I recall 
Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
ggestive, grossly so. 

A. I recall the letter, because I found it in this 
x. [ remember it very well. This letter mentions 
e fact that I would be going away. 

Q.518: Would vou read into the record that part 
the letter which so indicates? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
at the letter speaks for itself. 

A. ‘‘I am of the opinion that I will leave to be 
the territory about thirty days.’’ 

Q.519: Does that have anything to do with your 
ing away? 

A. No, that is—yes. 

‘*T will prepare something to try to win the con- 
lence of Inglish of the Sun Oil Company, I hope 
get off to West Texas tomorrow, where I will 
robably spend the balance of the week.’’ [2647-132] 
Mr. Scofield: I have marked 56 the letter of the 
rd. I think I have both the original and the offset 
ypy. Have you a copy of the 24th letter, Lewis? 
Mr. Lyon: Yes. 

Mr. Scofield: I request that the reporter mark 
ie offset. copy of the letter of March 24, which is 
ur pages, signed J. E. Hall, initialed below the 
eramare “EH. by Hl. C.,”’ addressed to Wir. &. L. 
nelish, care of John Hall, Box 199, Corpus Christi, 
exas, as Applicant’s Exhibit No. 57. [2647-133] 


* ¥ ee 
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Q.531: What did that have to do with Mr. 
Inglish ? [2647-137] 

A. Well, Mix. Inglish had reported a complaint 
to them pertaining to patent matters and one thing 
and another. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as a hearsay state- 
ment. I move that it be stricken on the ground it is 
pure hearsay. 

Q.532: Did you write the letter? 

Ae adic: 

Q.533: Does your signature appear on the let- 
ter ? eat eclocs. 

Q.534: Do you recall having written this letter 
on or about the date that appears on the letter? 

Mr. Lyon: ‘That is objected to as leading. 

A. I recall a number of letters, and I recall this 
specific instance. It was quite a thing to prepare. 

Q.535: Where did you find this letter? 

A. I found it in the box, in the files stowed away 
with the other letters. 

Q.536: Was it with the other correspondence 
that you have produced here? 

A. It was with the same box. 

Mr. Scofield: I request that the letter dated 
April 15, addressed to ‘‘ Dear John and Shirley,’’ be 
marked as Exhibit 58 for identification. [2647-138] 


(The letter referred to was marked as re- 
quested, Applicant’s Exhibit 58.) 
Q.537: Who is Shirley ? 
A. My son John’s wife. 
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Mr. Scofield: I now offer the letter which was 
marked for identification as Exhibit 57, said letter 
being a letter addressed to Mr. Inglish, Mr. R. L. 
Inglish, and signed J. E. Hall by H. C. 

Mr. Lyon: I object to the offer as incompetent, 
irrelevant and immaterial, entirely hearsay, and 
having been neither properly proven or identified in 
any way, and as pure hearsay, as far as this party 
is concerned. 

Mr. Scofield: I offer the Exhibit 1, drawing, 
which has been marked for identification as Ex- 
hibit 57A. 

Mr. Lyon: Same objection to the offer of the 
exhibit. 

Mr. Scofield: T offer the offset of the title page, 
that is the power of attorney, first three pages of 
the specification, of Serial No. 38891, application, 
which has been marked for identification as Ex- 
hibit 57B. 

Mr. Lyon: I object to the offer, and I object to 
any fragmentary offer of the document stated in 
this office, as an incomplete offer of the material 
referred to, and I further object to it as incom- 
petent, irrelevant and immaterial, and for the same 
reasons [2647-139] expressed in connection with the 
offer of Exhibit 57. 

Mr. Scofield: I offer the drawing which was 
marked by the witness as Exhibit 3, and which has 
been marked here for identification as Exhibit 57C. 

Mr. Lyon: I object to this offer as obviously 
incompetent, irrelevant and immaterial, not prop- 
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erly proven or identified, mere hearsay, and as im- 
material to any issue in this matter. 

Mr. Scofield: I offer the copy of the Batt Patent, 
which was marked for identification as Exhibit 57D. 

Mr. Lyon: I object to the offer of this Batt 
Patent as in any way assertedly connected with the 
self-serving declaration of Exhibit 57. I have no 
objection to the offer of a soft copy of the United 
States letter patent for its showing as a patent. 

Mr. Seofield: I offer the Jones Patent, 1371475, 
which was marked Exhibit 5 as Exhibit 57E here 
for identification. 

Mr. Lyon: TI object to this offer for precisely 
the same reasons as stated in my objection to the 
offer of the Batt Patent. 

Mr. Scofield: I offer the cover page of the Jones 
and Berdine report which was marked as Exhibit 
6 and has been identified here as [2647-140] Ex- 
hibit 57F. 

* * * 

Mr. Scofield: I also offer at this time the three 
pages of drawings which have been marked for 
identification and referred to by a number of the 
witnesses as Exhibits 39A, 39B and 39C, the same 
being the drawings of the Hall Application 38891, 
the drawings Serial 627018 and Serial [2647-141] 
556619. 

¥* * * 

Q.568: Did you sit through the testimony or the 

deposition that was given by Mr. Jones with regard 
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to the Jones and Berdine tests that were made by 
the Union Oil Company ? 

A. Isat through while Mr. Jones gave the Jones 
and Berdine test; I didn’t sit through all of Mr. 
Jones’ deposition. 

Q.569: Did you hear him testify with respect to 
the rotation of the B & W scratchers in the tests 
that were made at Dominguez Hill? 

nee f did. 

Q.570: I show you a photograph which was 
offered as Petitioner’s Exhibit F and ask if you 
can identify that particular scrateher that is shown 
mounted there? Just refer to F. [2647-149] 

A. I ean identify it was the scratcher he testi- 
fied to. 

Q.571: Do you recall Mr. Barkis testifying with 
regard to the pattern that was made on the cement 
billet which appears second from the left in Ex- 
hibit H? A. I did. 

Q.572: Have vou any opinion as to whether or 
not the scratcher Exhibit F rotated in the test, hav- 
ing in mind that it made the billet which is shown 
in Exhibit K, both of which figures are before vou, 
and which are exhibits taken from the Jones and 
Berdine article? [2647-150] 


% * C9 


A. That is nothing to indicate the rotation of 
the serateher, and there is definite features to in- 
dicate that it did not rotate. 

Q.578: What are the features that indicate that 
it did not rotate? 
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A. The features that indicate that it did not 
rotate, where the cement is chipped away, the 
most [2647-151] outside diameter length of the 
scratchers where they were bent in the square U 
form, appear to be at a much smaller diameter than 
the billets theirselves. 

oe * * 

Q.579: Could the scratcher shown in Exhibit F 
obtain rotation from the well bore? 

Myr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
that the witness has in no way been qualified to 
answer the question, and it is incompetent, irrele- 
vant and immaterial. 

A. No, because they was to be of a smaller 
diameter than the well bore. 

Q.580: How is it shown that the scratchers were 
of a smaller diameter than the well bore? 

A. Well, at the top of the page 

Q.581: What are you referring to? 

A. Exhibit K, marked, I see, a C on the middle, 
a little above the middle of the right-hand side at 
the top of that column, it can be readily seen that 
the length of the wires, outstanding wires were not 
the diameter of the billet itself. 

Q.582: Were the wire lengths of the [2647-152] 
seratcher sufficient to reach the exterior surface of 
the billet? 

Myr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground the 


witness is In no way qualified to answer the ques- 
tion. 


— 
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A. According to this wire length showed in this 
photograph here, there weren’t. 

Q.583: Would it be necessary for the wires to 
contact the well bore to cause rotation? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as calling for a 
conelusion of the witness; the witness has been in 
no way qualified to answer the question. 

A. It would be necessary for the wires to con- 
tact the well bore, simulated well bore, on at least 
two sides or more of the simulated well bore. 

Q.584: How do you think there was obtained 
anv cleaning action of any sort with those scratch- 
ers, if the wires were not sufficiently long to reach 
the canvas bag which formed the inside surface of 
the well bore? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground that 
the witness is in no way qualified to answer the 
question. 

A. It would naturally, with the simulated pipe 
that was worked up and down, wouldn’t swing ex- 
actly in the center, and it would have to drag to 
one wall, no matter how short they would be, per- 
haps. 

Q.585: Is there any indication of any [2647-153] 
sort on either of the billets shown in Exhibit K that 
the scratchers which are shown partially by chop- 
ping away the billets, rotated ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as ealling for a 
conclusion of the witness, as incompetent, irrelevant 
and immaterial. 

A. There is absolutely no indication in the billets 
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or in the description of the operation, that they 
rotated. 

Q.586: In your opinion, was the test upon this 
particular seratcher a proper test of the cleaning 
ability of a seratcher of this sort as tested by Jones 
and Berdine? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as calling for an 
expression of an opinion of this witness, and obvi- 
ously incompetent, irrelevant and immaterial; on 
the further ground that the witness has been in no 
way qualified to answer the question. 

A. You mean an oil well? 


* * * 


A. No. [2647-154] 

Q.587: Why? 

Mr. Lyon: Same objection. 

A. Number 1, the bristles are not long enough 
to reach the well bore; number 2, if bristles bend 
in the U-form where the side of the wire would 
drag against the wall of the well, where the wall of 
the well is mainly made up with abrasives, sand, 
they would entirely grind off in a very short travel. 

Q.588: What do you mean by a very short 
travel? 

A. As it would pass into a well bore, where you 
have a bend in the wire, it rubs against the well 
bore with the weight of the pipe, even though it is 
not long enough to reach all the way around, it will 
wear off immediately. 

Q.589: Is it your belief that the wires shown in 
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the scratcher in Exhibit F would wear off before 
they got to the bottom? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive, calling for a conclusion of the witness, 
and the witness is in no way qualified to answer the 
question. 

A. Absolutely, and in my experience of all the 
wires of scratchers in many wells that I have saw 
pulled out, and tests that I have run, that if the 
side of the wire strikes against the wall of the well, 
it will immediately fall in two at that [2647-155] 
place. 

Q.590: What do you mean by fall in two? 

A. It will break in two. The only way that you 
ean run a wire in the hole and keep it from break- 
ing off or falling off is to keep the wire straight and 
let the ends of the wire rub against the bore of the 
well. 

Q.591: What would have become of these wires, 
in your opinion, if they had been run in an actual 
well bore and 

Mr. Lyon: Same objection. 

0.592 : the wires were sufficiently long to 
have friction contact with the well bore? 

A. The wires would immediately fall off at the 
bend, and you would only have a radial wire left, 


a radial portion. 

Q.593: What would wear them off? 

A. The abrasives of the well bore. 

Q.594: To your knowledge, did B & W ever offer 
a scratcher such as that shown in Exhibit F? 
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Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
that the witness is in no way qualified to answer the 
question. 

A. I have no knowledge of them ever offering 
a seratcher as in Exhibit F. I might state that I | 
have checked all the literature and various stocks 
and stores of their type of scratcher, and I have 
never saw such a [2647-156] scratcher offered to 
the trade in any way, shape, fashion or form. 

Q.595: I eall your attention to the scratcher 
Shown in Exhibit G. The billet made by that 
seratcher is shown second from the left in Exhibit 
H. Is there any indication to you from examination 
of the billet that the scratcher rotated during the 
Jones and Berdine tests? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as entirely imma- 
terial, as incompetent, irrelevant and immaterial, 
and no foundation laid. 

A. There is absolutely no indication of rotation 
on this billet. 

Q.596: Is there any indication that the ends of 
the seratcher extended to the surface of the billet? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground the 
witness is in no way qualified to answer the ques- 
tion. 

A. There is indication that it did not extend to 
the surface of the billet. 

Q.597: What is the indication that the seratcher 
wires did not extend to the surface? 

Mr. Lyon: Same objection as to the preceding 
question. 


—— 
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A. If the scratcher wires had extended to the 
surface of the billet, there would have been a clean- 
ing action; where there was a cleaning [2647-157] 
action, there would be a deposit of cement; where 
there wasn’t a cleaning action, it would have still 
left the mud, and when they washed the billet off 
with water, it would have been a solid billet of 
cement, instead of grooves where it showed that it 
was not clean. 

Q.598: Is there any indication in or upon the 
billet shown in Exhibit H that the scratecher rotated 
at the reversal point ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground that 
the witness is in no way qualified to answer the 
question. 

A. At the end of the reversal point marked 
Barkis 3 there is a definite mdication that the 
scratcher did not rotate. 

Q.599: What is that indication? 

A. The indication is two reasons. 

First, if it would have rotated at that point in 
the reversal, there would have been a greater clean- 
ing action there than in the main part of the travel, 
and that shows at the end of it that there were less 
cement deposited on account of the indentations 
Hiei. 

Second, which is another definite indication it did 
not rotate, the ends of each line of cement are of 
differing lengths. Those different lengths will cor- 
respond to the hunts of scratcher fingers upon the 
seratcher. If you will notice, the hunt will start at 
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the top of the [2647-158] band, and as it goes 
around, it will go to the bottom of the band and 
that indication proves very plainly on this billet, 
if the scratcher would have rotated as at the point 
of reciprocation, if each time it would have made 
a different reciprocation while the mud was being 
cleaned off, it would have plotted out a hunt—the 
seratcher fingers in the hunt and all the indenta- 
tions or all of the cement deposits would be of the 
saine length. 

Q.600: Is the location where the scratcher 
changed direction indicated on that billet? 

AD NES: 

Q. Is it so marked? A. It is. 

Q.602: How is it marked on the margin? 

A. Barkis 3. 

Q.603: Is the upper end where the direction was 
changed also marked? ive). Ves: 

Q.604: How was that marked? 

A. B, with an arrow pointing to it. 

Q.605: Is there any indication at either of those 
points that this particular scratcher shown in Ex- 
hibit G rotated on the casing? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to for the same rea- 
son [2647-159] as previously stated; the witness is 
in no way qualified to answer the question; incom- 
petent, irrelevant and immaterial as to what this 
witness thinks. A. Absolutely not. 

Q.606: Why do you say that? 

A. For the varions reasons I have explained, 
that at the bottom travel or upward travel of the 
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point of reversal, the mud should have been cleaned 
away to a much greater degree than it would be on 
the straight travel, and also the different lengths 
that the fingers made would be blotted out. In other 
words, it shows on each reciprocation that the 
fingers went down and came out in the same path 
that they went in with, and that is why you will 
see different lengths of the lines of cement where 
the mud was cleaned away. 

Q.607: Had the scratcher rotated, and had the 
wires been sufficiently long to contact the bore of 
the well, what should have been formed at those 
reversal points ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive, and as incompetent, irrelevant and im- 
material, and on the further ground that the wit- 
ness is not qualified to answer the question, 

A. There should be formed a solid billet more 
than at those points. [2647-160] 

Q.608: What is actually formed? 

A. Only just stringers of cement, where each 
finger passed. 

Q.609: I eall your attention now to the seratcher 
which is shown in Exhibit I. The billet made by that 
serateher is indicated on the left-hand side of Ex- 
hibit J, which is also before you. J will ask you to 
state whether or not that billet indicates that the 
wires of the scratcher were long enough to extend 
to the bore of the well and there have physical 
contact ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
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that the witness is In no way qualified to answer 
the question, and it is incompetent, irrelevant and 
immaterial as to what his opinion is. 

A. It only shows to me that they didn’t extend 
throughout to the bore of the well. 

Q.610: What is the basis for that statement? 

A. Because the lines that they have made where 
they have cleaned the mud off and then left the 
mud are somewhat broken, and if they had passed 
against the bore of the well with the circulation 
they would have broken the viscosity of the mud, 
and cement would have moved in, and you would 
have had even lines of cement or solid billet. 

Q.611: Is there any indication in that billet or 
on [2647-161] that billet that the wires came to the 
surface or had frictional contact with the wall? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
that the witness is In no way qualified to answer the 
question. 

A. There is not, because it shows that there 
was a sheaf of mud deposited on the outside. 

Q.612: Do you see any of the ends of the scratch- 
ers appearing through the billet ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as immaterial, as 
to whether this witness can see them or not. 

A. here is no indications of any of the scratcher 
fingers appearing visible through the billet. 

Q.613: Is there any indication on that billet 
where the seratcher changed direction in its re- 
ciprocation ? A. Yes, there is. 
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Q.614: How is it marked ? 

A. With an arrow. 

Q.615: How many places are marked? 

A. Two places. 

Q.616: Had the scratcher rotated at the point 
indicated by the lead lines or arrows marked 
“Barkis,’? what would have actually occurred or 
been built up on the billet at those points, had the 
wires reached the [2647-162] surface of the well 
bore ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as a compound, 
complex question and incompetent, irrelevant and 
immaterial, and on the further ground that the 
witness is in no way qualified to answer the ques- 
tion. 

A. If the wires had reached the bore of the 
well, there would have been an even cleanness of 
deposit, so that the cement would be deposited 
around the point of reversal, but at the point of 
reversal, you will notice that the cleanness of the 
mud was of a much lesser degree than in the main 
part of the travel. In other words. it was only just 
little stringers of cement, and the balance was mud. 
There wasn't a cleaning job there perfected. 

@.617: Does the cement build up where the 
creater cleanness takes place, or does it build up 
less ? 

Mr. Lyon: Same objection as to the preceding 
question. 

A. It builds up more where a greater cleanness, 
because the seratcher finger will set up a circulation 
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of the mud, and cement will move in and take its 
place, and those broken places and in the lines be- 
tween the lines of the cement was where mud was 
deposited, which was not cleaned away; so, should 
they have rotated, those lines would have been 
cleaned away. If there [2647-163] would have been 
any of them left, there would have been some indi- 
eation of spiral angling lines for some portion of 
the travel. 

@.618: Can you explain why there weren’t cir- 
cumferential collars of cement formed at those re- 
versal points, if they rotated at that point, if the 
scratcher rotated at those points? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive, and incompetent, irrelevant and imma- 
terial, and further that the witness is in no way 
qualified to answer the question. 

Mr. Scofield: Read the question. 


(The reporter read the question.) 


A. I eannot explain why. f can explain why it 
would be cement there, and is there, is a positive 
indication that the seratcher only came down and 
traveled back upward in its same road of travel. 

Mr. Lyon: I move to strike the statement of the 
witness as not responsive to the question. 

Q.619: Which seratecher did the best job of clean- 
ing? And I would lke to have you to distinguish, 
first, between the scratchers shown in Exhibit F 
and Exhibit G, referring to the billets that were 
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formed, which are Exhibit K and Exhibit H, re- 
spectively. 

A. Exhibit K has indications of a good clean- 
ing [2647-164] job; Exhibit H has indications of a 
poor cleaning job. 

Q.620: So between H and K you think that the 
better job was done in the billet shown at K? 

A. Yes, on Exhibit J 

Q.621: Now, let me ask you, as between the 
seratcher that is shown on Exhibit G, which pro- 
duced the billet H, and the seratcher shown in Ex- 
hibit I, which produced the Exhibit J, which, in 
your opinion, did the best cleaning job? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as incompetent, 
irrelevant and immaterial, and on the further 


ground that the witness is not qualified to answer 
the question. 

A. The seratcher that cleaned Exhibit J done 
a very poor cleaning job. That cleaning job was the 
poorest of the three. In other words, it shows that 
there is more mud left in between the stringers of 
eement than they have got cement. I would say that 
was no cleaning job at all. 

Q.622: Is there any indication in any of the 
billets that were made bv these scratchers that any 
of the scratchers rotated in the test? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
that the witness is in no way qualified to answer 
the question, and it is incompetent, irrelevant and 
immaterial as to what this witness might consider 
an indication. [2647-165] 
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A. Absolutely not. 

Q.623: Is it your belief that the tests made by 
Jones and Berdine simulated the conditions actually 
existing in a well? 

A. Absolutely not. [2647-166] 


* % * 


Q.626: Did vou hear the testimony of Mr. Doble 
given during his deposition given in California? 

uv edad: 

Q.627: Did you hear his testimony with respect 
to the test machine that is shown in the photograph, 
Petitioner’s Exhibit KK? A. I did. 

Q@.628: In your opinion, was the test made on 
that test machine a proper test or an improper test 
for the determining of rotatability of the scratchers ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
that the witness is in no way qualified to answer the 
question. 

A. It was an improper test. 

Q.629: Why? 

A. Beeause the seratchers was run to a diameter 
not comparable to being found in a well [2647-167] 
bore, comparing a scratcher bristle length to a well 
bore. 

(.630: Do I understand you mean that the con- 
ditions that were used and emploved in the test 
machine were not comparable to those existing un- 
der actual conditions in the field? 

Mr. Lyon: Same objection as to the preceding 
question. 
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A. Absolutely not. Of all the seratchers I have 
seen run and of all the literature that I have saw, 
both of B & W and other manufacturers and my- 
self, have all stated that scratchers have to be run 
in a well simulating a diameter at least two inches 
to two and a half inches smaller than the O.D. of 
the bristles. 

@.631: And were anv of the scratchers of a 
diameter two inches greater than the well bore that 
was used in the test machine? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
that the exhibits speak for themselves, and it is in- 
competent, irrelevant and immaterial. 

A. They were not. There were many of these 
tests run that the end of the bristles would not reach 
the well bore. May I eall your attention to the term 
that was used in the deposition as a Morse code, 
where it showed a kind of dot-dash. That was where 
the bristles were not long enough to track steadily 
against [2647-168] the well bore, and they only 
tested them at various intervals. 

Q.632: What do yon mean by the Morse code 
dot-dash ? 

A. If you will check the depositions, you will 
see that that was an expression used in the deposi- 
tions of Mr. Doble. 

Q.633: I show you a photograph of the pattern 
of a scratcher, the wall cleaning guide, made upon 
the interior of one-half of one of the test machine 
cylinders, the exhibit being offered, the photograph 
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being offered, as Exhibit AAA-1; is that what you 
refer to A. That is correct. 

Q.634: as this dot-dash Morse code pattern? 

A. That is correct. 

Q.635: What produced this Morse code pattern, 
as you have called it ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground that 
the witness is in no way qualified to answer the 


question. 

A. The only thing could have produced it was 
the finger was too short to reach the wall of the 
cylinder. 

Q.636: If it didn’t reach the wall of the cylinder, 
how would it have produced any pattern at all? 

A. It was so close that it could only reach it at 
certain [2647-169] high spots. 

Q.637: And did you ever see a scratcher used 
under actual well conditions of the diameter that 
was used in the test well in the California deposi- 
tions of M1. Doble? A. Absolutely not. 

Q.638: Do you consider that the test well con- 
ditions which were used with the test apparatus 
shown in Exhibit KIX were legitimate for the test- 
ing of scratcher reversibility or rotatability ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground the 
witness is in no way qualified to answer the ques- 
tion and it is incompetent, irrelevant and imma- 
terial as to what he may think. 

A. The sizes used to make the test were not 
competent to make a test, and I am sure that there 
was no oil operators would use such a test as a test. 
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Q.639: Have you yourself attempted to duph- 
cate well conditions and make a test to determine 
the reversibility of the scratchers that are here in 
controversy ? A. I have. 

@.640: Have you produced such a machine? 

A. I have produced this demonstrating can that 
demonstrates different sizes. I have also produced a 
machine that you can push seratchers through it, so 
that [2647-170] you can inspect them at simulated 
well sizes, as they are advertised in the different 
advertisements, and as are used in the various well 
sizes. 

Q.641: When did you make this machine? 

A. I don’t have the recollection when the ma- 
chine was made. 

Q.642: Well, was it made before or after the 
depositions that were taken in California? 

A. Well, this machine that I am talking of now 
was finished or altered afterwards to a portability 
situation. 

Q.643: Did you have the machine before the 
depositions that were given in California? 

A. Yes. 

Q.644: Have vou made tests on seratchers with 
it? A. I have. 

Q@.645: And how did you alter that machine after 
the California depositions ? 

A. By taking an engine off of it and putting a 
motor on it; by making certain platforms that vou 
could stand on, and putting aluminum on it so it 
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eould be light and could be handled and be carried 
around. 

Q.646: I show you a photograph, and I will ask 
reporter [2647-171] to mark it as Applicant’s Ex- 
hibit 60 for identification. 


(The photograph referred to was marked as 
requested, Applicant’s Exhibit 60.) 


Q.657: Tell me what that machine 1s? 

A. That is a machine built to put devices 
through a well casing, a test machine, principally, 
built for testing scratchers and ecentralizers. 

Q.648: On the top of the machine there appears 
a sleeve anda ring. What are they? 

A. That sleeve and rin: 

().649: Describe what the sleeve is first. 

A. The sleeve is a sleeve representing the casing. 
The seratcher will go over that sleeve. 

@.650: What is the ring? 

A. The ring is put on on the upper end of the 


sleeve opposite from the lugs that you can see on the 
sleeve, to pull the scratcher in the hole, and the lugs 
will push them out. That sleeve is put on between 
those two plates and the two plates is farther apart 
than the length of the sleeve was. The sleeve has a 
free-flowing, simulating the movement that can be 
had with the easing, to flow around to the side of the 
well. It can turn, it can do anything that casing can 
do. [2647-172] The only thing that will be lacking 
there will be the stiffness of casing, which will be a 
little harder to turn and a little more abusive. Op- 
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erating this machine would probably not be as 
hard on. a seratcher as actual use of a seratcher on 
a casing. 

Q.651: Now, you have stated that there are two 
disks, one above and one below the sleeve and ring. 
What is the purpose of the upper disk, which hes 
in a horizontal position immediately above the ring 
and sleeve? 

A. The purpose of the upper disk is to pull the 
part representing the casing down through the 
outer casing or a well bore. The bottom disk is to 
push it out so that through the two you ean have 
reciprocation. 

Q.652: And what reciprocates this sleeve or 
disk? What reciprocates the sleeve? 

A. A shaft pulled by a hydraulie cylinder in the 
bottom. 

Q.653: What is the cylindrical object which is 
vertically positioned immediately below the sleeve 
and ring, long, cylindrical object? A. This? 

Q.694: Yes. 

A. That is a piece of casing of a well diameter 
size that a scratcher or the tool should be [2647-173] 
run into. 

Q.655: What does that particular eylinder simu- 
late ? 

A. It simulates the casing in a well bore with a 
round eylinder. 

Q.656: What is the wide plate which is immedi- 
ately below the cylinder just referred to, and down 
two or three feet ? 
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A. That is a platform, which you can stand on 


to observe the movements that the device that you - 


are testing has. 

Q.657: What is the object that extends out radi- 
ally at the bottom, from the bottom plate, and 
seems to be mounted on the bottom plate? 

A. An electric motor. 

Q.658: And what purpose does that serve? 

A. The electric motor pulls the pump, and the 
pump draws the hydraulic cylinder, the hydraulie 
cylinder reciprocates the test. 

Q.659: I show you a second photograph, which 
I will ask the reporter to mark as Exhibit 61 for 
identification. 


(The photograph referred to was marked as 
requested, Applicant’s Exhibit 61.) 


Q.660: What was the purpose of taking this 
photograph, [2647-174] Mr. Hall? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as immaterial, 
what his purpose was. 

A. Showing the simulation of the parts where 
the scratcher goes on, as they are installed when 
the scratcher is put on. 

Q.661: Has the sleeve now been mounted be- 
tween the two disks ? A. It has. 

Q.662: Is the ring in position? A. ‘Itaie: 

Q.663: And what is the object immediately above 
the top of the upper disk, which is not shown in 
the former photograph? 
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A. Above the upper disk? 

Mr. Lyon: That is right, point it out, Tom; you 
might better testify. 

A. Above the upper disk, all that would be shown 
would be a nut that screwed on top of the plate to 
hold it on. 

Q.664: What is the purpose of the nut? 

A. The purpose of the nut is so that you can 
take the device off and change the size and change 
equipment for installing the tests, and purposes for 
simplicity. It holds the mechanism in [2647-175] 
place. 

Q. (By Mr. Lyon): You found the nut when 
Mr. Scofield pointed it out to you, didn’t vou? 

A. Well, I designed the thing and had it put on 
there myself. 

@.666: Just answer the question: You found it 
when he pointed it out on the picture? 

A. I was trying to arrive at the figure of what 
he was talking about. 

Q.667: So he pointed the nut out to you, didn’t 
he? 

A. Well, he pointed to the upper part. 

Q.668: (By Mr. Scofield): After the sleeve and 
ring are mounted in the manner shown in Ex- 
hibit 61, is the sleeve rigid between the disks, or is 
it movable? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. Itis movable. As I explained a while ago, it 
is movable to simulate the moving of casing float- 
ing from one side to the other, or it can rotate. 
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Q.669: How long a stroke does this device have? 

A. Oh, in inches I would say about thirty 
inches. 

().670: And how is the device driven? 

A. Driven by electrical motor, and by the 
electrical motor drives a pump, which in turn upon 
hydraulic pressure or oil or with a lever reciprocates 
the [2647-176] cylinder, which in turn reciprocates, 
earrying the device or the tool. 

Q.671: I show you another photograph, which I 
request the report to mark as Exhibit 62 for identi- 
fication. 

(The photograph referred to was marked as 
requested, Applicant’s Exhibit 62.) 


Q.672: What is shown in this particular photo- 
graph, Mr. Hall? 

A. That is the upper end of this test device that 
we have been talking about, and installed on the 
device is a B & W wall cleaning guide. 

Q.673: J show you another photograph, which I 
request the reporter to mark as Applicant’s Exhibit 
Oa: 

(The photograph referred to was marked as 
requested, Applicant’s Exhibit 63.) 


@.674: In what position was the device when 
this photograph was taken? 

A. The device, the wall cleaning guide, was just 
being pulled into the cylinder while the photograph 
was taken. The cylinder was stopped and held. The 
device is partly entering into the cylinder. 
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Placed on top of the device, a ruler, which can 
easily be readable to anyone, the outer diameters of 
fingers [2647-177] and the inner diameters of the 
simulated well bore, or the pipe, and also the diame- 
ters of the collar, or anything that they want there. 
In other words, the sizes. This was done so that the 
sizes could be easily discerned. 

@.675: How much greater in diameter was the 
seratcher than the well bore or the evlinder? 

A. Oh, approximately an inch and a half, an 
inch and three-quarters, as bristles vary a little bit. 

Q.676: I show you a photograph, which I will 
ask the reporter to mark as Applicant’s Exhibit 
No. 64. 

(The photograph referred to was marked as 
requested, Applicant’s Exhibit 64.) 


Q.677: State the position that the device was in 
when this photograph was taken. 

A. The device, the scratcher had been pulled to 
the bottom of the evlinder, the evlinder turned 
toward the top, and where the photograph could 
be taken to show that there is no reverse in the 
bristles. 

@.678: In operating this device with a B & W 
wall cleaning guide, can you stand on the platform 
and look into the top of the cylinder, while it is be- 
ing reciprocated ? A. You ean. [2647-178] 

@.679: Can you see whether or not the bristles 
or wires reverse during reciprocation? 

A. You certainly can. 
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@.680: I notice on these last two or three photo- 
eraphs there is a marking on the exterior of the 
cylinder, and also on the scratcher itself. Why was 
that done? 

A. That was done to determine that the thing 
rotated. 

Q@.681: I show you a photograph, which I will 
request the reporter to mark for identification as 
Exhibit 65. | 


(The photograph referred to was marked as 
requested, Applicant’s Exhibit 65.) 


@.682: Can you tell me what this photograph 
depicts ? 

A. Yes. I would like to make a correction on the 
other picture. This is the photograph where the 
scratcher was going to be pulled in and returned. 
The other picture is where there was inserted a 
ring, an obstruction. It is Just being pulled through 
that ring and obstruction. That is the one marked 
Exhibit 64. 

Q.683: What was the purpose of putting the ob- 
struction ring inside of the eylinder? 

A. For the purpose of collars, obstructions 
in [2647-179] well bores of small diameters, to pull 
the seratcher toward you or to push it back, to see 
the effect upon it, the reversibility. 

Q.684: Did you make a test for rotatability of 
the wall cleaning guide which is shown in any of 
these photographs which vou have before you and 
which are marked Exhibits 62 to 65, inclusive ? 

Nl edad. 


ee A: 
_ 
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Q.685: Did you find, or were you able to deter- 
mine, whether the B & W wall cleaning guide ro- 
tated upon reciprocation in this test machine? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
that the witness is not qualified to answer the ques- 
tion. 

A. Iwas able to determine that it did not rotate. 

@.686: Were you able to determine from the 
tests made with the B & W wall cleaning guide 
whether the wires of the wall cleaning guide re- 
versed upon reciprocation ? 

A. They did not reverse. 

Q.687: What did they do? 

A. As you pushed them in, they taken a radial 
backward, lay down backwards toward an upward 
position and the bend in the end of the springs, near 
the end of the springs, shd on the casing. They 
only shd up and down. [2647-180] 

I also taken the standard size of casing for 
that size of scratcher with another simulated piece 
of pipe, with a collar in it, a regular joint of pipe. 
They also shd through that and did not reverse. So 
I am convinced with the various tests and knowl- 
edge I have of seratchers, it was designed not to 
reverse. 

Q.688: What was designed not to reverse? 

A. The wall-cleaning guide. 

Q.689: Do you think that this wall-cleaning 
guide would reverse in an open well bore if the 
wires were sufficient or if the wires extended to a 
rough surface and were reciprocated in a well bore, 
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that had the natural friction exposed to the ends 
of the wires? 

* * % 

A. Yes, I believe they would reverse, but not 
all at one time. They will only one or two wires 
would reverse in a manner, and roll up, and that 
possibly accounts for the scratcher being deformed 
as it is run into a well bore and pulled out. 

Q.690: Did the wall-cleaning guide reverse in 
this particular test machine? 

A. No, sir, it did not. I made various attempts, 
probably used fifteen or twenty scratchers trying 
to [2647-181] make them reverse, and I never could 
get any reverse whatsoever. 

Q.691: Now, after the collar was put in the top 
of the cylinder as shown in Exhibit 64, did you 
obtain reversal with the use of that collar? 

A. Yes, sir, it turned reversal of the biggest 
portion of the bristles, but still some of them shd 
back through and even jumped that, and they did 
not go in reverse. [2647-182] 


* * * 


Q.711: How did that compare with the test 
machine that you saw in California upon which 
tests were made by Mr. Doble? 

A. Well, in the test machine, the operations he 
was trying to carry on there was the scratcher 
outer diameter was many of the bristles was even 
smaller than the cylinder, or near about, and in this 
case is a well simulated size; ordinarily some of the 
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sizes that are popular in running scratchers in 
vells. However, there is many more smaller sizes. 
We only made a well bore where the growths being 
hat the scratchers have to reverse in, and this is 
mong the popular sizes. 

Q.712: Why did you select the size scratcher 
shat is shown here in Exhibit 68 and this size well 
»0re in preference to something else? 

A. Because there were two sizes of scratchers 
hat possibly or evidently are about 84 per cent of all 
yusiness is in those two sizes, and this happens to be 
me of the two sizes. . 

Q.718: You haven’t answered the question. 

A. That was why we selected these sizes, be- 
sause they are very popular in well operations, and 
nave [2647-187] been popular in our advertising, 
popular in their advertising of B & W. 

Q.714: Yes, I understand that there are certain 
popular-sized scratchers, but my question was di- 
rected to why you selected this particular size 
scratcher with this particular size well bore? 

A. Because that was one of the standard major 
operations that we have, and it is one of the func- 
tions, it is one of the most important functions that 
the scratcher has to go through, and there is no use 
of selecting some size that wouldn’t be within the 
range of the operation of the scratcher in the well 
bore. There is no use showing the minimum func- 
tion, so this is the maximum. That is the thing we 
figure a scratcher has to do in being run in an 
actual job. 
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Q.715: Is this size seratcher that is shown in 
Exhibit 68 a conventional type, normal type of 
scratcher that is used in a well bore of the size of 
this cylinder? 

Mr. Lynn: That is objected to as leading. 

A. That is correct. That was why it was se- 
lected. 

Q.716: I notice in this drawing, and it appears 
also in the preceding drawings, there are some 
pipe-like projections extending out radially from 
the cylinder. What is their function? [2647-187-A ] 

A. Thev have a function that when we desired to 
make another test we put another ring in, and those 
only screwed into place at that time to hold the 
ring, a ring simulating the distortion in a well bore. 

Q.717: And where is that ring located when it 
is applied to the evlinder ? 

A. On the inside of the evlinder. 

Q.718: In the top? 

A. Yes, that ring is shown in one of the other 
pictures that is in exhibit here. 

Q.719: I notice in this Exhibit No. 68 that the 
lower seratcher wires are slightly upturned, or con- 
siderably upturned and lie along the rim of the 
cylinder, do they not? A. That is correct. 

Q.720: They appear to cross the row of wires 
above; is that a normal way in which the seratcher 
enters the cylinder? 

A. ‘That is the normal way in which the seratcher 
enters into the bore of the well, but that is not a 
normal position for it to be in. As quick as the 
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scratcher enters into the upper row, it is extended 
it the same plane that the others are, so that they 
ire not even close together. They take the same 
s0sition as the bottom ones take. 

Q.721: Do I understand your testimony to be 
shat as [2647-188] the scratcher is lowered into the 
ylinder, that the upper row will assume a like 
ingle ? A. That is right. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

Mr. Scofield: I will ask the reporter to mark 
the photograph as Applicant’s Exhibit 69. 


(The photograph referred to was marked as 
requested, Applicant’s Exhibit 69.) 


Q.722: You have before you the photograph, 
Appheant’s Exhibit 69. State what is shown there. 

A. There is shown a secratcher on the upward 
ravel. What indicates it on the upper travel, as it 
vas stopped the bottom row of scratcher fingers are 
pointed downward, and that is after some recipro- 
ations have been made, and the chalk mark that 
registered with the mark on the cylinder in Exhibit 
38 is turned back to the left, is turned away from 
the way the scratcher bristles bend, and this is the 
lirection that the scratcher rotates when the cylin- 
ler is thrown in reverse. 

Q.723: Is the lower row of wires in the cylinder 
or outside the cylinder in Exhibit 69? 

A. The lower wires are in the cylinder in Ex- 


2476 Jesse HE. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of J. E. Hall, Sr.) 
hibit 69 on the upper travel; the upper wires have — 
been pulled out of the cylinders. [2647-189] 


* x * 


Q.735: Now, you have got us to the point where 
the bristles work in the wall of the well and 
ratchet, as you eall it, the collar. Now, what fol- 
lows ? 

A. As they ratchet the collar, at that time, as 
they ratchet the collar around, the bristle then is 
in a horizontal position. 

Q.736: Let me ask you also, Mr. Hall, does that 
ratcheting that you have referred to take place at 
the [2647-195] top of the stroke or as your casing is 
let down, or in some other direction ? 

A. No, the ratcheting takes place after it has 
reached the top of the stroke. The reversal move- 
ment is begun, the reversal movement has to come 
in, there is no ratcheting in just pushing it to the 
top of the stroke and stopping it; it is when the 
reverse comes in, part of the travel. [2647-196] 


* * * 


Q.742: Do I understand you to say that the eol- 
lar passes through the wires? 

A. It passes through all the wires; they are in 
a circumference on the outside of the collar. 

().748: Isn’t there any tendency for these wires 
to tangle as this collar passes through the two rows 
of wires? 

A. Ag they are spaced on the collar, a distance 
apart, and the fingers, the springs, are spaced up 
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straight, [2647-197] and they take the position of 
the bore of the well, each finger has a position to 
travel in. It doesn’t touch the other one at all. 

Q.744: Do they at all times clear each other, 
to your knowledge? 

A. No, sometimes there is irregularities. Irregu- 
larities will be to an extent that [ could not explain 
that. Irregularities may come in and destroy an 
entire finger, or something like that. Due to the 
fact that multiplicity of them, you can lose a few 
of the fingers and still have fingers on the [2647-198] 
collar. 

* * * 

Q.751: Do you think there was anv rotation at 
all by Jones and Berdine? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as calling for a 
conclusion of the witness, as incompetent, irrele- 
vant and immaterial. 

A. I testified yesterday and analyzed their ceyl- 
inders, and I did it many times and I have run 
many, many experiments on those. I can’t find any 
indications, and all indications point that they do 
not rotate, and I would be willing to diseuss it 
with anyone that could show me a point of rotation, 
because I would like to find them myself if it is 
there. [2647-201 ] 

* * * 

Q.761: Did you detect any of that spiraling ac- 
tion in any of the billets that were made in the 
Jones and Berdine tests? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
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suggestive and incompetent, irrelevant and imma- 
terial. 

A. I couldn’t detect either type of spiraling ac- 
tion. I might state that the spiraling action of the 
travel [2647-203] of the scratcher is not the spiral- 
ing action that I have been very much concerned 
with. The natural thing that comes with the re- 
versible scratcher is the ratcheting action. Any- 
thing can cause a pipe to turn on a travel, but the 
ratcheting action which it has with this type of 
seratcher only when it has a pivot at this collar, and 
it pivots on the well bore. [2647-204] 


%* %* % 


Q.816: Did you hear your son, John, testify 
with respect to the trips made to the Union Oi 
Company, where he visited Mr. Phil Jones during 
the year 1941 ? [2647-225] A. Yes. 

Q.817: What is your recollection of the part 
that vou took on those trips? 

A. I have only one recollection, of going down 
to see Phil Jones on two oceasions. 

@.818: Was that before or after the Jones and 
Berdine tests? 

A. That was after the Jones and Berdine tests. 
One oceasion was after the A.P.I. meeting in the 
spring. 

Q.819: How do you fix that? 

A. I went down to see Mr. Jones, to explain to 
him that the cement billet with the special central- 
izer made was of a certain round nature, and I 
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calipered it, and there was a cut made where the 
pipe was in the center of the hole, and it was per- 
fectly round, just as if it had been drawn and taken 
from that billet, and I went down and asked him if 
he had any objections if I used this—any of those 
cuts, in trips or sales efforts, to demonstrate what 
the centralizer done. I place that time as after the 
A.P.I. meeting, because the first of those papers 
were brought out at the A.P.I. meeting, and those 
papers was what attracted me, and I went after 
them. Another time I went to see Mr. Jones 
Q.820: Was that all that happened on that par- 
ticular [2647-226] visit? I mean attempting to ob- 
tain his permission to use these cuts that had 


appeared in the paper? 

A. No. My son John at that time carried the 
can in—we eall it the can, one of these demon- 
strator cans—into their place where they have their 
offices, the building office. I forget the name of the 
street down there in Wilmington, a kind of research 
laboratory. There was several fellows working in 
there, and he carried this can in there and showed 
him a demonstration. 

Q.821: Did you goin with him? 

A. Yes; I was in there with him. 

Q.822: Did you see him make the demonstration ? 

ee |. did. 

Q.823: In Jones’ presence? 

A. Jones was present. There were two or three 
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other fellows present. I don’t recall any of their 
names. [2647-227] 

* * * 

Q.839: I show you a photograph of a scratcher, 
the photograph having been offered by the applicant 
as Exhibit 25. Can you identify the scratcher in 
that photograph ? 

A. Yes, I can identify the scratcher in this pho- 
tograph, but I couldn’t identify it if I didn’t know 
exactly what it is. 

Q.840: What is it? 

A. ‘his is a picture of one of the two secratchers 
that B & W made in duplicating my type of 
scratcher and sent to the Gulf Oil Corporation. 

().841: How are the coils disposed to the col- 
lar in that scratcher ? 

A. ‘They are set at an angle to the radii of the 
collar. 

Q.842: You have already indicated that the at- 
tempts made by B & W to duplicate the scratcher 
shown in Exhibit Z were unsuccessful, have you not? 

A. I eertainly have. 

Q.843: Can you account for the fact that they 
were able to duplicate the seratcher here that you 
sent to Gulf, or that they sent to Gulf? [2647-231] 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
sugeestive, and entirely argumentative, both this 
and the preceding question. 

A. ‘es canmeaccount forthe fact. 

().844: How do you account for it? 

A. As they are attempting to imitate my appli- 
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ation in the Patent Office, it becomes very ad- 
rantageous to show something else different than the 
ype of scratcher I have been making and selling 
efore from Exhibit Z. The attempts that they 
lave made to produce Exhibit Z are identical with 
he Patent Office drawings in my application file 
it this late date of the eleventh month and sixth 
lay, 1945, in Serial No. 627013. 

Q@.845: Is that the scratcher shown in the draw- 
ng which is before vou, marked Exhibits 39B and 
9C? 

A. Itis. The production that they have made is 
dentical with that drawing, and in corresponding 
o the two scratchers that they made and sent to the 
rulf when the Gulf told them that they wouldn’t 
ise anything except my type of scratcher, so it 
ooks to me like a rigged effort to produce this pro- 
luction that they did, to show what they were trying 
oO prove. 

Q.846: I show you a photograph of a seratcher 
vhich was offered by applicant as Exhibit 28. Can 
rou [2647-232] tell me what that scratcher is? 

A. Yes, there is one of my type of design or 
eratcher that they bought from the State Sales & 
Service. 

@.847: How do you identify it as one of your 
ype scratcher? 

A. Because I was there when they give the testi- 
nony that they had bought it and produced the bill, 
ind I also inspected the scratcher when I detected 
vhat they had done to it. 
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Q.848: Are the scratcher wires down in that— 
were the scratcher wires of the scratcher which was 
produced by the Petitioner in California the same 
length as they were when the scratcher was bought? 

ANNO. 

Q.849: How had they been altered? 

A. When they had bought the seratcher, the 
scratcher wires were at a longer length, and they 
were all with corresponding lengths. They had al- 
tered it, as they so testified, by cutting the lengths 
off even, but I detected that the lengths were not 
even, as one of the major things that caused me to 
check on the scratcher. I detected that one row 
of bristles had been so changed as to be a repro- 
duction of Serial No. 627018, filed the 11-6-45. The 
other row of bristles still had the cantered position 
that they originally had. The row [2647-233] where 
thev had changed the canter im the bristles to a 
lesser degree in pitch, which the springs had to be 
longer to come out and make the same diameter, 
those fingers were made longer than the others. 

They also caused that there thing to bend in the 
sevatecher, which is different from its normal. Each 
row of spring fingers have a different pitch. The 
picture that they had taken, that they put in ex- 
hibit to show that the scratcher that they had 
bought from the State Sales & Service was a direct 
copy of the reproduction that they had made from 
Z, Exhibit Z, was on top, but turning the seratcher 
immediately over, it would make the serateher hard 


~ eS ee oa: 
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to detect that anything had been done [2647-234-239 ] 
to it. 

* % ¥% 

Q.851: Did Doble testify in California that he 
made that scratcher ? 

A. He certainly did. He didn’t make it, but he 
altered it, under his instructions, and so had it 
bought under his instructions. I later heared Mr. 
Lyon come on and make a statement on record, since 
nobody else wouldn’t admit the work on it, that he 
ordered it—that he ordered it done. 

Q.852: I show you another photograph, which is 
Petitioner’s Exhibit GGG, and which was offered by 
the Petitioner during the taking of the depositions 
in California. Can you identify that? 

A. Yes, I ean identify this as the same scratcher 
as Exhibit 28, only turned there in the position, in 
the manner, to resemble my Patent Office drawing 
in Applhieation No. 627018, as that would meet the 
proof that I was making the type of scratcher that 
they have charged me that I made. 

Q.853: Why do you think that they cut the wires 
to different lengths in the two rows of your scratcher 
shown in Exhibit 28 ? [2647-240] 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as entirely imma- 
terial, as to what this witness thinks; also objected 
to on the ground that it is a misstatement of fact. 

A. The reason why that they have cut the bristles 
at different lengths is very plain, as to leave the 
scratcher in an upward position, so that it would be 
hard to detect that it had been changed, and so they 
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could turn it over and take the side where the coils 
are at a radii with the collar, and that the fingers | 
come off at a tangent, and in order for the fingers 
to come off with a tangent, they would have to be at 
a greater pitch than the fingers where the coils are 
at an angle from the radii. So, therefore, they would 
have to have two lengths of bristles to come out to 
the same diameter. As this diameter was put into a 
cylinder, they had to show that the bristles would 
come out to the same length, so it was very neces- 
sary that they have two different lengths in bristles, 
because the bristles had to have—they had to have 
them at two different pitches. This looks to me like 
it was gotten that way with a considerable effort to 
engineer a rigged bunch of testimony to inquire 
what was attempted here. [2647-241 ] 


*% % * 


Q.861: Now, going back to this seratcher, Ex- 
hibit 29 which you have identified as the Nucoil 
seratcher, are the coils in that scratcher disposed to 
the collar in the fashion as the coils in the drawings 
39B, Fig. 1? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 

A. Yes. [2647-244] 

* * * 

Q.863: I don’t want to hear about the fingers. 
All I want to know is whether the coils themselves 
are radially disposed, or are they cocked or canted. 

A. They are cantered. 

Q.864: And this you have identified as the Nucoil 
seratcher ? A. That is correct. 
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Q.865: Now, are these coils disposed to the col- 
lar the same, that is in a canted position, or are 
they something different than those coils shown in 
Exhibit Z? [2647-245 ] 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading, grossly 
SO. 

@.866: Are those coils in the Nueoil scratcher 
the same, or something different than as shown in 
your application, Exhibit 39B ? 

A. They are different. [2647-246] 


% * a 


Q.874: I put before vou a photograph in evi- 
dence as Exhibit NN, and in that photograph is 
shown a seratcher which was offered in California 
as Exhibit KK, that scratcher being a reproduction, 
ostensibly, of the scratcher shown in Exhibit J, 
which was one of the scratchers tested by Jones and 
Berdine. Do you recall during the California testi- 
mony that there was both a thin-wire scratcher of 
that type and a heavier gage wire scratcher pro- 
duced ? 

A. Yes, the gage of this wire was stated, was 16- 
gage wire. 

Q.875: In Exhibit 30 the test eylinder is shown 
in plain view with this Petitioner’s Exhibit KKK 
laid upon the top rim. If that scratcher were re- 
ciprocated in the cylinder, would vou consider it a 
fair test of the reversibility of that seratcher in the 
well bore of the well? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as entirely argu- 
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mentative, as leading and suggestive, incompetent, 
irrelevant and immaterial. 

A. No, it wouldn’t give any point of reversi- 
bility, because it is too near the diameter, and a 
scratcher has to be able to go into the bore of the 
well [2647-248] through the smaller diameters. 
Where there are so many larger diameters for the 
seratcher to reach out to them, it is difficult to make 
a test. You should be showing some of the small 
diameters, or at least a diameter equal that of the 
casing that vou are having to run into. Most casings 
ave like 514, run into 85, 914 and those diameters. 
The seratcher wire then extended from 114 inches 
to 2 inches beyond the well bore on each side, that 
would be a fair test. If such a scratcher had been 
pulled in in that test, with balls on the ends of those 
springs and with stiff joints where they come off the 
collar, 1 mean the various tests that I have made, 
they wouldn't have reversed; they would have only 
slid up and down the hole. ‘They would have slid 
back up the hole. 

Q.876: Would the conditions shown in Exhibit 
30 give a fair test of the rotatability of the scratcher 
on reciprocation in the cylinder? 

A. The rotatability 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground the 
witness is in no way qualified to answer the question, 
and merely argumentative, based on false assttmp- 
tions. 

A. It would absolutely give no rotatability at the 
point of reversal. [2647-249] 
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Q.877: Why? 

A. Because the balls on the ends of the fingers 
are round, and they wouldn’t stick to the bore of 
the well to pull it. They have to have quite a bit of 
holding to hold them so they will go in reverse. 
They would only shde, and where there is not 
enough tension, when the fingers are pushed in, the 
fingers wouldn’t have enough upward direction in 
the reverse, which: would be a verv modular thing. 
In other words, if the fingers were sharp, there 
wouldn’t be enough reverse to even pull it out of its 
own track. 

Q.878: Did you hear any testimony in California 
given with respect to this same type of scratcher, 
tested—the same type of scratcher, that is the Fig. 
26, Jones and Berdine scratcher—tested with the 
heavy wires? we YS, 

Q.879: What tests, if any, were given with re- 
gard to the reciprocation of the heavy wires? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground that 
the evidence speaks for itself in the record. 

Q.880: Were heavy wire scratchers of the Jones 
and Berdine type tested, that had the heavy wires? 

A. Yes. 

Q.881: By Mr. Doble? [2647-250] 

A. That is right. 

Q.882: Did they rotate? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground 
that 

A. He testified they did. 
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Q.883: Did he testify that the thin wires ro- 
tated? 

A. That is right. I would like to point out that 
the thin wires, the small wires, 16-gage, in the single- 
finger wires, I have never saw a commercial 
seratcher use a wire that small. 


* * * 


Q.884: What would be the difference in the ac- 
tion of the thin wires and the heavy wires in a eyl- 
inder of this sort, with the length of wire shown? 

A. The difference, to suit My. Doble’s position, 
where they did not have the coil spring at the base 
of the spring finger to cause—to allow for the pivot- 
ing action, where they have a rigid joint, and then 
the spring finger has to go into a bend or into a 
flex, the smaller the wire, the greater the distance of 
the flex travel, so they can use a [2647-251] little 
ereater diameter than they could with a big wire, 
and it just wouldn’t look so bad, and that is the 
only reason that I can see that they used the small 
wires instead of the big wires, and anvone can 
make a test on a wire, and they will see that what 
T have said is correct. 

* * * 

Q.886: No, I am asking you whether the 
serateher which is shown in Exhibit K, that is with 
the bent wires, that is the Fig. 26 seratcher tested 
by Jones and Berdine, was that ever produeed by 
B& W?2 


Mr. Lyon: Of course it was. It is shown in the 
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igure. 

A. I don’t recall it. 

Q.887: Was it ever produced commercially and 
yffered to the trade? 

A. No, absolutely not. 

@.888: Do you recall that there was offered dur- 
ng [2647-252] the California testimony or deposi- 
ion a thin-wire scratcher, Applicant’s Exhibit 14, 


shown in Exhibit 317? A. Yes. 
@.889: Was that a B & W scratcher or wall- 
‘leaning guide type? A. It was. 


Q.890: The scratcher as shown laid into the up- 
yer rim of the test cylinder in Exhibit 31, is it not? 

fee hat is right. 

Q.891: Would you consider the reciprocation of 
hat scratcher in a cylinder of that diameter a fair 
est as to the reversibility of the wires, or the re- 
versibility of the seratcher shown? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as entirely argu- 
nentative and incompetent, irrelevant and imma- 
erial, what this witness might think. 

A. Absolutely not. In this seratcher, | observed 
that there was quite a lot of play m the spring 
fingers, in the ribs that held them down, that wasn’t 
normal to their scratcher, and that the wire that 
went around the spring for circumference was bent 
upward, so that it extended up against the slack 
part in the rib, that it had about 14 inch travel out 
at. [2647-253] the outer end, and the scratcher was 
around a quarter of an inch in full diameter bigger 
than the pipe and was around 1g inch slack on each 


2490 Jesse H. Hall, etc., vs. 


(Deposition of J. HE. Hall, Sr.) 
side, which would account for the quarter of an 
inch, so there would be no strain on a scratcher with 
a radial spring making a reverse at that point. I 
would say that would be no test whatsoever for a — 
seratcher to be run as a commercial [2647-254] | 
seratcher. 

* ep * 

Mr. Scofield: I would like at this time to offer 
the [2647-257] photographs that were marked for 
identification this morning, these photographs being 
those of the Applicant’s test machine. I will offer 
them individually, or I can offer them in a group, 
perhaps, and if there is any objection, it can be 
made as an over-all objection. I offer in evidence 
the photographs Exhibits 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 
68, 69, 70, 71, 72 and 73, inclusive. 


* * * 


Q.900: When you conceded priority to Mr. 
Wright in the original interference at the time of 
the settlement agreement, September, 1944, was 
there any concession made by you to the non-radial 
type scratcher ? 

* ¥ * 

A. Absolutely not, and we compared them, and 
we discussed those four claims as being what was 
common to Mr. Wright’s application and what was 
common [2647-258] to my application, and in Mr. 
Wright’s application it was pointed out that the 
sidewise bristle was about all IT had left with the 
coil springs to obtain the patent from, and that was 
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the priority that was given to Mr. Wright, was on 
the type of a scratcher that those claims described, 
that would be common to both. 

@.901: There was a later interference declared 
upon an application of yours still pending in the 
Patent Office, and an application of Wright on 
claims that had been allowed to you, was there not? 

A. There was. 

Q.902: That interference is now terminated? 

A. It was. The interference was terminated in 
1950. 

Q.903: During any time when that particular 
interference was being prosecuted, did Mr. Wright 
or his attorneys, to your knowledge, plead the prior 
pubhie use of the Kelley well? 


* * * 


A. There was no such pleading. 

Q.904: During the time that that interference 
was prosecuted, and prior to the time it was ter- 
minated, did Mr. Wright, to your knowledge, or 
his attorneys [2647-259] bring up, mention or plead 
the Jones and Berdine public use ? 


* * oe 


A. There was no such pleadings. 

Q.905: What range of angularity of the wires 
to the collar assures reversibility ? 

A. That range would be governed by the flexi- 
bility of the pivot. If the flexibility of the pivot 
was zero, and you had to allow the spring to go 
more sidewise, the range could be much less. If 
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you used five coils, you could use a less range of 
sidewise, and still the seratcher will reverse. The 
stiffer you make the pivoting joint, it is necessary 
to get some greater degree of sidewise—it 1s neces- 
sary to get a more sidewise degree, so there is several 
factors that enter into the necessary degree to cause 
the scratcher to reverse. 

().906: Now, vou have indicated in your former 
testimony that radial wires are not reversible, have 
you not? A. That is right. 

Q.907: Now, I would like to have you give me 
what range from the radial wire to the wire which 
is tangent, that is with an angle of 90 degrees, 
what range is there there that will assure reversi- 
bility of [2647-260] the wires? 

Mr. Lyon: I will object to the question as grossly 
leading, and particularly when accompanied by 
pointing with a pencil, a demonstration which can’t 
be seen in the record, on a drawing, to the witness. 

A. I would say that the most comparable range 
for reversibility, having a reach to the greater 
diameter, would be something close to 45 degrees. 

Q.908: That is you think that the range of re- 
versibility of the wires would be within about a 
45-degree angle? 

A. Yes. I might state something here for the 
benefit of those that are examining this, whieh is 
an absolutely true condition, that from the maximum 
diameter, that is the most outstanding position that 
the wires are made in, that when they run in a hole, 
that they are subject and perhaps will be pulled 
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down to a degree, plumb on down to the collar, 
away on down below a tangent. 

Q.909: If the wires extend from the collar tan- 
gentially at a true tangent, would the seratcher be 
reversible ? 

A. Yes. The only objection in a true tangent 
that I have found, you sacrifice too much of the 
length of your bristle, and in order to make a bristle 
long [2647-261] enough to get in—to reach the maxi- 
mum, you have too much wire in the hole. That is, 
there is a question of sacrificing a point there. 
Where is the best? 

Q.910: Tell me, if the wires were only slightly 
angled from the radial position, would the seratcher 
be reversible ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as calling for an 
opinion of the witness and as incompetent, irele- 
vant and immaterial. 

A. Yes, but in that case you would have to have 
a sufficient reflexibility at its orbit. 

Q.911: What do vou mean by its orbit? 

A. I mean where it comes attached to the collar, 
vou have got to have more coils there than you 
would have if laid down to a different [2647-262] 
degree. 


* * * 


Q.915: All right. Well, tell me now whether this 
seratcher shown in Exhibit 39A is a reversible 
seratcher ? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading. 
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A. Itisa reversible scratcher, and perhaps close 
to the choice of the angle to set it, that it can be 
set. [2647-263 ] 


¥ & ¥ 
@.923: Are the scratchers shown in Exhibit 39B 
and 389C reversible? A. Yes. 
¥ ¥* ¥ 


Q.924: In reversing in the well bore, do the 
seratchers with the angularity shown in 39A and 
the scratchers shown in 398 and C function gen- 
erally the same or differently ? [2647-265 ] 


¥ * ¥ 


A. They function generally the same. 

Q.925: Is the scratcher shown in Exhibit Z, 
which is the seratcher shown in the cut of the Oil 
Weekly, a reversible seratcher ? 

A. It is. [2647-266] 

* * ¥ 

Q.931: What was the invention that you wanted 
to carry on or continue from this first application 
on to the second and third applications which vou 
filed? 

¥% * ¥ 

A. T wanted to carry on the invention that had 
to do with the reversibility of the seratcher, the in- 
vention of a coil of a means like a coil at the base of 
the finger and its setting at an angle so that it 
would reverse. 

Q.932: Does the reversibility hear any relation- 
ship to the angularity of the wires? 
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Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive. 

A. Yes. You have got to have the wires to a 
substantial degree of angularity for them to reverse, 
and [2647-267] they have quite a wide space after 
you start the reversing, until it gets down, the wire 
gets down, to the collar, it will still reverse. 

Mr. Lyon: I move to strike the statement last 
made by the witness as entirely volunteered, not 
responsive to any question. 

Q.933: Did you ever intend to admit in anything 
that has been filed in the Patent Office that the 
seratchers shown in the advertising Exhibit Z 
showed the scratcher structure which was the same 
as in the drawings of Exhibits 39B and C. 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive, and also as entirely immaterial, as to 
what he intended to admit. 

A. No, I never did. The seratcher structure in 
Exhibit Z is not the type of scratcher that is in Ex- 
himgs 390 or 3916. 

Q.934: Prior to November 6, 1945, did you or 
your company ever advertise a seratcher which was 
identical to the scratcher shown in Exhibits 39B and 
39C 2? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to on the ground the 
advertising is the best evidence, and this witness’ 
testimony can’t alter or vary that advertising. 

A. The advertising never showed such a type 
of [2647-268] scratcher. I would like to state that 
almost all of the advertising continued throughout 
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the period of the scratchers sold are photographs, so 
they will be a record of the actual seratchers that 
were sold during that period. 

Mr. Lyon: I move to strike the latter statement 
made by the witness as entirely volunteered and not 
1sponsive to any question. 

Q.935: In the decision of the Patent Office dated 
September 9, 1952, on page 31 there is the following 
statement, that is, the Patent Office has put upon 
vou the requirement ‘‘that Hall at least be asked to 
explain the facts and circumstances surrounding the 
filing of this application,’’ which is 627013, ‘‘in the 
manner and form in which it was filed, and to ex- 
plain, if he can, the filing of an application with 
an oath.’?’ Have you attempted during this testi- 
mony to make such explanation ? 

A. T sure have. [2647-269] 


% x % 


Q.936: Did B & W, or Mr. Wright, ever notify 
you on any oceasion that the seratchers that you 
were selling to the trade functioned on the same 
principle as those that were furnished to Mr. Kelley 
when they were used on the Kelley well? 

Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and as 
incompetent, irrelevant and immaterial. 

A. They have not. 

Q.937: Did B & W ever notify you that the 
seratehers you were selling to the trade functioned 
on the same prineiples as the Fig. 26 seratcher 
that was tested by Jones and Berdine? 
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Mr. Lyon: That is objected to as leading and 
suggestive and as incompetent, irrelevant and imma- 
erial. 

Q.938: Iam referring to the scratcher which had 
geen radial for a way, and then bent toward the 
ands, with the balls welded on the ends of the wires, 
yr puddled at the ends of the wires. 

Mr. Lyon: Same objection, leading and sugges- 
‘ive and incompetent, irrelevant and [2647-270] im- 
naterial. 

A. ‘They have not. 


* x * 


Cross-Examination 


And in answer to cross-interrogatories proposed 
0 him by Lewis E. Lyon, Counsel for Petitioner, 
1€ SAYS. 

XQ.1: Mr. Hall, how long have you been dealing 
n [2647-271] patents? 

A. To what extent, Mr. Lyon? 

XQ.2: ‘To any extent? 

A. Forty-five vears. 

XQ.3: How many patents have vou applied for? 

A. I couldn’t any more tell you than 

XQ.4: Has it been in the hundreds, or fifty or 
wenty-five, ten, one, or what ? 

A. Well, I would want to vary it; possibly a 
yundred. 

XQ.5: How many patents have been granted to 
you ? A. That I couldn’t tell vou. 

XQ.6: Well, I have here a list of patents which 
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are perhaps some of the patents that have been 
granted to you. Let’s see. I will hand you soft 
copies of these patents. The first one I have in front 
of me at the present time is a patent of J. E. Hall, 
No. 2560692, granted July 17, 1951, on an applica- 
tion filed May 24, 1947. I will ask you if you were 
the J. E. Hall there mentioned as the patentee? 
Ao. J am: 
Mr. Lyon: I will offer this soft copy in evidence 
as Petitioner’s Exhibit next in order, 5Q. 


(The exhibit offered in evidence was marked 
by the reporter, Petitioner’s Exhibit [2647-272] 
DQ.) 

XQ.7: The next patent I hand you is a patent, 
No. 2509922, granted May 30, 1950, on an applica- 
tion filed June 21, 1946, for cementing plug. If will 
ask you if you were the patentee of that patent? 

ae elaine 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer that soft copy of that 
patent in evidence as Petitioner’s exhibit next in 
order. 

* * * 

Mr. Lyon: I also hand you, Mr. Hall, a patent 
No. 23929146, granted January 1, 1946, on an appli- 
eation filed June 24, 1948, for drill pipe wiper. I 
will ask you if you are the patentee there named? 

Ack am 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer this soft copy of this 
patent in evidence as Exhibit 58. [2647-273] 


* * * 
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XQ.8: With respect to Exhibit 5Q, was the ap- 
shication for the patent involved in any interference 
oroceeding ? 

A. At this time I couldn’t tell you. 

XQ.9: You don’t know? A. I don’t know. 

XQ.10: Haven’t you been involved in a lot of 
nterference proceedings in your life? 

A. I have been involved more than once. 

XQ.11: How many more than once? 

A. I couldn’t tell you. 

XQ.12: It is a great number? 

A. No, I wouldn’t say a great number. 

XQ.18: Well, was it as many as ten? 

A. I recall possibly three. 

XQ.14: Any more than that? 

A. That I don’t know. 

XQ.15: What are the three that you recall? 

A. I recall the two that is in this—that I have 
aad with Mr. Wright, one in 1950 and one in 1948. 

XQ.16: And what others? 

A. The only one I recall was one of [2647-274] 
the centralizers. 

XQ.17: Which one was that? What was that? 
Who was that one with? 

A. I believe it was, as well as I remember, it has 
been about twelve or fourteen vears ago, or maybe 
fifteen years ago, Steps, et al. 

XQ.18: Any others? 

A. I don’t recall at this moment. 

XQ.19: Was the application for the patent, Ex- 
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hibit 5R, involved in any interference while it was 
pending before the Patent Office, or after the patent 
issued ? A. I couldn’t tell you. 

XQ.20: Was the patent Exhibit 58 involved in 
any interference proceeding while the application 
was pending in the Patent Office, or after the patent 
issued 2 A. I don’t recall. 

XQ.21: I hand you a further patent, No. 
2392145, granted January 1, 1946, on an applheation 
filed May 29, 1948, for cement basket, and ask you 
if vou are the patentee of the patent? 

A. Iam. 

XQ.22: Was that patent involved in any inter- 
ference, either the application or the patent after it 
was [2647-275] granted? 

A. That has been ten years ago since this was 
filed, and I don’t reeall the prosecution of that 
patent at all. 

XQ.23: I hand you a copy of a further patent, 
No. 2309897, granted February 20, 1943, on an ap- 
plication filed August 5, 1939, and I will ask you if 
you are the patentee of that patent? A. Tame 

XQ.24: Was the appheation for that patent in- 
volved in any interference while pending before the 
Patent Office, or was the patent, after granting, in- 
volved in any interference in the Patent Office? 

A. I don’t recall. That has been ten years ago. 

XQ.25: I hand you a copy of a further patent, 
No. 2299978, granted October 27, 1942, and ask you 
if you are the patentce of that patent? 

A. I am. 
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XQ.26: Was the application for that patent in- 
volved in any interference proceeding while it was 
pending before the Patent Office, ox in the Patent 
Office after the patent was granted? 

A. I don’t recall the prosecution of that; it has 
been eleven years ago. [2647-276 ] 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer this soft copy in evidence 
as the Petitioner’s exhibit next in order. 


% * % 


XQ.27: I hand you a soft copy of a further 
patent, No. 2297956, granted October 6, 1942, for 
single duct hydropneumatic well tool actuator, and 
ask you if you are the patentee of that letter patent? 

A. I am. [2647-277] 

XQ.28: Was that application for patent in- 
volved in any interference proceeding while pending 
before the Patent Office or after the patent was 
granted ? 

A. Idon’t recall. That has been fifteen years ago 
since that was filed, and I don’t recall it. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer the copy of this patent, 
No. 2297956, in evidence as Exhibit 5W. 


% % % 


XQ.29: I hand you a soft copy of a further 
patent, No. 2270671, granted January 20, 1942, for 
applicator for elastic rings, the application being 
dated July 5, 1938, and I will ask you if you are 
the patentee of those letters patent? eee eam 

XQ.30: Was the application for this patent in- 
volved in any interference before the Patent Office 3 
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A. I do not recall the transaction of that; that 
has been fifteen years ago. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer this one in evidence as 
Exhibit 5X. [2647-278] 


*% * *% 


XQ.31: I hand you a copy of a further patent, 
being No. 2763068, granted November 18, 1941, on 
an application filed May 15, 1940, for fluid motor, 
and I will ask you if vou are the patentee of these 
letters patent? A. Iam. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer this soft copy in evidence 
as Exhibit 5Y, this being patent No. 2763068. 


* % * 


XQ.33: With respect to all these patents that 
have been offered, you took an active part in watch- 
ing closely the prosecution of the applications before 
the Patent Office, didn’t you? [2647-279] 

A. Why, I taken an active part as far as to see 
that I got the ments that I was entitled to. 

XQ.34: And you watched the amendments that 
were filed and claims that were drafted in each ease, 
didn’t you? A. Fairly well. 

XQ.35: And you have been doing that for the 
forty-five vears you say you have been dealing with 
patents ? 

A. No, there is possibly twenty-five years of that 
forty-five years that I didn’t hardly know what a 
patent looked like, but I was dome a lot of de- 
velopment work. 

XQ.36: So it is only during the last twenty 
years that you have been quite active in the prose- 
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cution of patent applications before the Patent 
Office? Is that right, instead of for forty-five years ? 

A. You asked the question in any manner that 
I was connected with patents. 

XQ.37: I am not trying to argue. I am just 
trying to get the facts. I am not trying to confuse 
you. 

A. The first applications I attempted to file, 
along in °24 or ‘25, which I didn’t file. The first 
application I filed that I recall of was somewhere in 
the thirties, around °35 or maybe before. [2647-280] 

XQ.38: All right. For the entire period of time 
you have been watching very closely, as closely as 
you could, the prosecution of the applications in 
the Patent Office, and claims that you drafted, and 
prior patents that were cited against vour applica- 
tions, haven’t vou? 

A. I have been following as closely as I could, 
but—— 

XQ.39: In several cases 

Mr. Scofield: Let him finish. 

Mr. Lyon: Pardon me. 

A. TI say I have been following as closely as [ 
could. There was a lot of things IT have overlooked, 
because my library has been limited up until re- 
cently. It is not limited so bad now. [2647-281] 


* *% * 


XQ.50: I hand vou a copy of patent No. 
2258052, granted October 7, 1941, on an application 
filed January 15, 1940, and I will ask you if vou 
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are the patentee of this patent? A. 1 ane 

XQ.51: Do you recall the application for this 
patent or the patent after its being issued, being 
involved in an interference proceeding before the 
United States Patent Office ? 

A. I don’t recall the prosecution of this appli- 
cation, as it has been twelve years ago [2647-283] 
when it was filed. 

Mr. Lyon: I will offer this copy of this patent 
in evidence as the exhibit next in order, which is 
DA, | believe. 

* * * 

XQ.52: I hand you another soft copy of a pat- 
ent, Mr. Hall, being patent No. 2229076, granted 
January 21, 1941, on an application filed January 
21, 1948, and IT will ask vou if you are the patentee 
in this patent? A. Iam. 

XQ.53: Was the application for this patent, or 
the patent itself, involved in any interference be- 
fore the United States Patent Office? 

A. TI do not reeall the prosecution of this pat- 
ent, because it has been fifteen vears ago since it 
was filed. 

Mr. Lyon: J will offer this last patent, num- 
hbered 2229076, in evidence as Petitioner’s Exhibit 
6A. 


